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ABSTRACT
For decades, educational researchers have reported joint book reading with
caregivers promotes children’s emergent literacy development (Bus et al., 1995; DemirLira et al., 2019; NELP, 2008; Pelligrini et al., 1990). However, the bulk of this research
has been conducted with mothers (Bingham, 2007; Bojczyk, 2016; Roberts et al., 2005).
Mothers have been the focus of such research because, historically, the primary
responsibility for caring for young children was placed on them (Fagot et al., 2012).
Recent societal changes have resulted in fathers taking on more childcare roles
(Banchefsky & Park, 2016). Yet, their contributions are rarely noted in literacy research.
The few studies that have been conducted on fathers’ contributions to the home
literacy environment (HLE) in recent years indicate they make distinct and important
contributions to their children’s emergent literacy behaviors (Fagan et al., 2015; Pillinger
& Wood, 2013; Salo et al., 2016). Furthermore, the studies conducted in two-parent
homes show fathers’ contributions complement those of mothers (Duursma, 2014;
Reynolds, 2019). Due to the limited number of studies and their contradictory findings,
it is still unclear which emergent literacy behaviors fathers have the most impact on and
how their influence compares to mothers’ (Baker & Vernon-Feagans, 2015; Sims & Coley,
2016).
To address this gap in the research, this study examined how fathers’
participation in joint book reading with their young children influenced emergent
literacy development. Using a quantitative research design, the study compared the
effects of fathers, mothers, or both parents reading with their young children. Families
with preschool and kindergarten children were recruited from three rural school districts
in the Southeastern United States. The participants were assigned to one of three
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treatment groups where children read with (a) fathers only, (b) mothers only, or (c) both
parents equally for 8 weeks. Children were pre- and post-tested on measures of receptive
vocabulary, phonological and alphabet knowledge, and concepts of print.
Findings showed fathers had the most impact on vocabulary and phonological
and alphabet knowledge, while mothers had the most influence on children’s
understanding of concepts of print. Contrary to prior research findings (Baker, 2013;
Foster et al., 2016), reading with both parents had only a small effect on vocabulary and
a negative effect on concepts of print. Qualitative data obtained through questionnaires
and weekly reading logs indicate differences between the groups in parental education,
household income, access to literacy materials, and frequency of engagement in literacy
activities could explain the findings. However, post-testing of all child participants was
not completed due to school closures due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Therefore, findings
must be interpreted with caution. Regardless of the limitations of the findings, parents
reported many benefits to the HLE from participating in this study, including increased
engagement in literacy activities and fathers taking a more active role in their children’s
literacy development.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Traditional gender roles place the primary responsibility children’s care on women
(Fagot et al., 2012). Therefore, people are more likely to think of mothers engaging in tasks that
promote early literacy learning than fathers. Particularly in the 21st century, this stereotype often
does not hold (Banchefsky & Park, 2016). Since the 1970s more women have entered the
workforce and marriage rates have declined, necessitating fathers taking a more active role in
childrearing (Jethwani et al., 2014). Two members of a program intended to promote fathers’
involvement in the literacy development of their young children explain the current cultural
shift well:
Jose noted, “When I was a kid my father went to work and then came home and sat in
his chair. It was not macho for a man to play and read with kids then. Now I spend time
reading and talking and playing with my kids every day. Those macho days are gone. I
like to be with my kids.” Jude confirmed, “Times are changing; this isn’t just stuff women
do.” (Bauman & Wasserman, 2010, p. 367)
In my personal experience, both parents were instrumental in my literacy development.
From birth, my mother was concerned with providing me with all the possible resources for
academic success. She spent her limited free time reading books about what I should be learning
at each developmental stage. In my early years, she would use puzzles, flashcards, and games to
teach literacy, mathematics, and executive functioning skills. Even though she preferred
mathematics, my mother ensured my personal library of children’s books continuously grew.
When I needed to write reports in elementary school, she would drive me to the public library.
There she taught me to use the card catalog and select appropriate resources for my project. My
mother would teach me how to summarize and synthesize the information in the books we
selected once we got home. As a first-generation college graduate, she understood the
importance of developing strong academic literacies.
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Unlike my mother, my father was an avid recreational reader. When I was a young child
and saw him in the recliner with a novel, I would bring one of my books over for him to read
aloud. As I became a conventional reader, we spent countless hours reading side by side.
Although print was abundant and important in my home, oral storytelling also played a
significant part in my early literacy development. My father would recite nursery rhymes, fables,
and Bible stories. He also recounted (mostly) factual accounts of his childhood or his favorite
hunting trips. However, my favorite stories were the ones my father composed with confident,
compassionate, intelligent protagonists who always looked remarkably like me. Because my
father’s work schedule was more flexible than my mothers, he was often responsible for caring
for me on weekdays. As we went about daily tasks, he would play word games with me that
required critical thinking skills. For example, he would tell me to get the cow juice by which he
meant milk. It was through interactions with my father that I developed a passion for words,
both spoken and written.
Based on my childhood experiences, I believe mothers and fathers make equally
significant yet distinct contributions to their children’s literacy development. My mother
equipped me with foundational academic abilities. My father instilled in me critical thinking
skills and a love of literacy. Together, my parents’ influence and my early literacy experiences
shaped me into the literacy researcher I am today. As a literacy researcher, I know empirical
research must support such anecdotal evidence. Hence, the motivation for this study. Although
fathers have always been an integral part of children’s development, they have taken more
significant childrearing roles in recent years (Banchefsky & Park, 2016; Fagot et al., 2012).
Therefore, early childhood researchers should acknowledge this shift and seek to understand its
importance.
Theoretical Framework
Fathers’ roles in their children’s education and development can in part be explained by
sociocultural theory. The most crucial premise of sociocultural theory is human thoughts are
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created through interaction with society, not merely formed by the individual (Street, 1995).
Although humans are born with brains capable of individually processing and storing
information, how that information is interpreted and understood is mediated by cultural tools,
such as language and modes of logic (DeZutter & Kelly, 2012; Gee, 2001). These cultural tools
have developed over time in response to the needs of society. As children grow, they acquire the
tools of the group(s) they belong to and use them to make sense of their world (DeZutter &
Kelly, 2012). Examining children through a sociocultural lens, therefore, requires looking at the
people with whom they interact.
Although some learning can occur indirectly through social interactions, children need
more explicit instruction to acquire other cultural tools. According to Vygotsky (1978), learning
should correspond to a child’s developmental level rather than their age. However, there are two
developmental levels. The first is the actual developmental level, what a child can do without
assistance. The second level, the zone of proximal development (ZPD), “is the distance between
the actual developmental level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of
potential development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in
collaboration with more capable peers” (p. 86). The adult or peer providing support is often
called the more knowledgeable other.
Vygotsky (1978) prefaced his discussion of the ZPD with the statement that children’s
learning begins long before school entry. In these pivotal early years, the majority of children’s
time is spent at home. Therefore, the more knowledgeable other who assists a child in operating
in their ZPD is often a parent. Parents can support children by providing a starting point or
asking leading questions to reach a solution. However, as Vygotsky explained, much of
children’s growth in the ZPD comes through mimicry. In the context of literacy, this means
children’s emerging literacy knowledge is enhanced by watching and imitating the behaviors of
their parents.
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Building upon the concept of the ZPD, Wood et al. (1976) conducted a study where they
asked children to complete a task beyond their initial degree of skill, or what Vygotsky (1978)
would call their actual developmental level. The researchers asked 3- to 5-year-old children to
build a pyramidal structure out of specially designed wooden blocks. At first, the children were
allowed to play freely with the blocks. Then the tutor would demonstrate how to connect the
blocks to form a pair. The children were encouraged to continue to explore the blocks. If a child
stopped progressing with the building task, the tutor would intervene. Interventions were
mostly verbal, but the tutor employed some modeling when required. Upon analyzing the
interactions with the tutor, Wood and colleagues concluded the children could complete the task
when the tutor controlled the elements beyond the children’s actual developmental level.
With this study, Wood and colleagues (1976) coined the term scaffolding to describe how
the tutor controlled the task to facilitate learning. The term tutor here is akin to a more
knowledgeable other, someone, such as a parent, with a greater understanding of the concept
that can assist the learner. When scaffolding, the tutor performs several functions. One is to
elicit and maintain the learner’s attention on the task. Additionally, the tutor presents the child
with only the elements of a task they can complete, modeling the correct solution. Then the tutor
increases the demands on the child while decreasing the amount of help offered. The tutor is
also careful not to allow the learner to become overly frustrated as they push the learner to
attempt more complex elements of the task. Eventually, the child can complete the task without
assistance.
Extending the concept further, Rogoff et al. (1993) used the term guided participation to
describe how “children’s development [occurs] through their active participation in culturally
structured activity with the guidance, support, and challenge of companions who vary in skill
and status” (p. 5). Like the more knowledgeable other or tutors detailed by Vygotsky (1978) and
Wood et al. (1976), respectively, the companions described by Rogoff and colleagues (1993)
educate children in the use of cultural tools, providing support and accommodations
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appropriate to the developmental level of the child. However, the concept of guided
participation differs from the ZPD and scaffolding in the emphasis on the active role of the child
in learning, adapting, and creating cultural tools. How and which tools a child acquires in the
first years of life vary by the culture into which they are born. In their study, Rogoff et al.
examined these differences in how caregivers engage in guided participation with toddlers in
four international locations, including a middle-class community in the western United States.
For the U.S. parents, much of their guidance centered on cultural tools that would form a basis
for later school success, such as vocabulary and alphabet knowledge.
As parents engage their children in learning and using school-based cultural tools, the
children acquire unique sets of literacies. Gee (2001) explains children learn how to use oral and
written language based on the sociocultural practices in which they engage. When children
engage in these practices, they are being socialized into Discourses. “A Discourse integrates ways
of talking, listening, writing, reading, acting, interacting, believing, valuing, and feeling” to
identify as part of a particular group or activity (Gee, 2001, p. 35). Gee writes the term with a
capital “D” to distinguish it from discourse, which simply means using language. While
participating in a Discourse, participants learn “specific variet[ies] of [a language] customized to
and for the specific context in which it is being used,” called social languages (Gee, 2001, p. 32,
emphasis in original).
Within social languages are genres or routine ways of using language known to all within
the group. “Genres are more or less fixed patterns of language associated with more or less fixed
patterns of actions and interactions” (Gee, 2001, p. 34). When parents read books with their
young children, they mostly follow a set of established routines. First, a children’s book is
selected by either the parent or child. Then, the dyad chooses a place to sit so that the book is
accessible to both. The parent may point out conventions of the book, such as title and author.
Finally, the parent proceeds to read the text drawing the child’s attention to certain features and
eliciting varying degrees of participation from the child. When this routine is repeated hundreds
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of times over the first years of life, children learn concepts of how books are constructed and
how to gain information from them. They learn what types of responses during reading are
acceptable. Children may also start to recognize letters and words. Additionally, the language
used in books is more complex and diverse than that used in everyday conversation. Through
repeated exposure to the language of books, children build their academic vocabularies (DemirLira et al., 2019). Therefore, joint book reading is a genre that prepares children to engage in
school-based Discourses by building their emergent literacy behaviors.
Joint Book Reading
For decades, scholars debated the best way to approach early reading instruction. In
1990, Adams examined the available research and published a seminal work on early literacy
acquisition. In it she asserted, “the most important activity for building the knowledge and skills
eventually required for reading is that of reading aloud to children” (Adams, 1990, p. 86).
Similarly, Clay (1991) claimed, “[t]he most valuable preschool preparation for school learning is
to love books, and to know that there is a world of interesting ideas in them” (p. 29).
Additionally, the National Early Literacy Panel (NELP; 2008) identified shared reading as one
of the most beneficial practices for building emergent literacy. When Holdaway (1979)
introduced the term shared reading he used it to describe the use of big books in the classroom
to teach beginning reading skills, including concepts of print and phonics. In their response to
the NELP report, Schickedanz and McGee (2010) claimed NELP authors “used the term shared
reading more broadly to describe a variety of read-aloud methods and other engagements with
books, many of which focused primarily on supporting children’s vocabulary and grammatical
development . . . or print skills acquisition” (p. 323). Because the term shared reading has
multiple meanings within educational research and practice, the term joint book reading is
sometimes used by researchers instead (Bus et al., 1995).
In the home, joint book reading occurs when an adult or older family member reads a
book with a young child sitting beside them or on their lap to have a clear view of the text and
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illustrations. Joint book reading should be different than simply reading a book aloud; it is an
interactive process (Pillinger & Wood, 2014). It can begin even before the child can respond
verbally. The caregiver can read to the child, referencing illustrations and tracking print, while
the child responds by visually attending to the illustrations or pointing (Pillinger & Wood, 2013).
As the child develops, the adult can increase the complexity of joint book reading sessions by
asking questions and eliciting the child’s responses (Richgels, 2003). These sessions are an
opportunity for parents to build children’s emergent literacy behaviors by exposing them to the
novel language of books, referencing print and illustrations, and asking questions (Richgels,
2003).
Emergent Literacy Behaviors
All of the abilities described in the previous paragraph that children can gain from joint
book reading are what Clay (1966) described as emergent literacy behaviors. Clay changed the
way scholars and educators viewed the literacy acquisition of young children. When she
conducted her dissertation research, the experiential readiness perspective was prevalent
(Ballantyne, 2007). This perspective encouraged teachers to wait until children were deemed
ready to acquire literacy before instructing them. Clay realized the readiness approach was
creating a large disparity between low- and high-achieving children. Instead, she proposed that
literacy was not something a child suddenly became ready for, but something that constantly
develops from birth and is heavily influenced by early experiences. Hence, she coined the term
emergent literacy to describe the period from birth until children acquire formal reading and
writing abilities.
For her dissertation, Clay (1966) spent years observing and recording young children’s
literacy activities. Through these observations and the notes of “a group of co-operative
mothers,” Clay uncovered a variety of behaviors that led to high literacy achievement (Clay,
1991, p. 11). In the years since Clay’s groundbreaking study, many other researchers have
identified which of these emergent literacy behaviors are fostered during joint book reading
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(Dickinson et al., 2019; Metsala, 2011; Poe et al., 2004; Richardson & Nieminen, 2017; Tabulda,
2017; Zivan & Horowitz-Kraus, 2020). The behaviors most often identified in joint book reading
studies are: a) vocabulary, b) phonological awareness, c) alphabet knowledge, and d) concepts of
print. The following section elaborates on these four emergent literacy behaviors.
Vocabulary
Oral language ability is one of the strongest predictors of later reading success (NELP,
2008). Researchers commonly use receptive and expressive vocabulary measures to assess oral
language ability (Metsala, 2011; Poe et al., 2004). In a longitudinal study of 77 predominantly
low-income African American children from approximately 1-year-old to second grade, Poe and
colleagues (2004) found the children’s receptive and expressive vocabulary predicted their
reading performance in kindergarten through second grade. After observing and analyzing the
verbal interactions of 69 parent-child dyads, Tabulda (2017) found early vocabulary predicted
children’s emergent literacy abilities one year later. Given the strong link between home literacy
experiences and oral language ability (Poe et al., 2004; Rodriguez & Tamis-LeMonda, 2011),
joint book reading should focus on vocabulary development. As Whitehurst and Lonigan (1998)
point out, if “the child has no semantic representation to which the phonological code can be
mapped” phonics instruction is useless (p. 850).
Phonological Awareness
Oral language ability contributes to phonological awareness (Poe et al., 2004; Metsala,
2011), which is foundational in learning to read (Metsala, 2011). Torppa et al. (2007) found a
reciprocal relationship between vocabulary and phonological awareness, where increases in
vocabulary knowledge led to increases in phonological awareness and vice versa. In a metaanalysis of studies examining the effects of phonological awareness training on reading, Bus and
van IJzendoorn (1999) found phonological awareness explained a significant amount of
difference in children’s word identification skills. After investigating the extent to which
phonological awareness influences reading acquisition in different languages and how its
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significance is impacted by orthography, Richardson and Nieminen (2017) concluded,
“phonological awareness skills predict reading skills in English and have a significant impact on
reading and writing accuracy during the first years of school” (p. 268). Although it was once
believed phonological awareness was a byproduct of reading instruction, research increasingly
demonstrates it is acquired prior to formal instruction (Metsala, 2011). Thus, joint book reading
in the home is beneficial to children as they develop phonological awareness.
Alphabet Knowledge
For children to apply their phonological awareness to the act of reading, they must have
alphabet knowledge. “A beginning reader who does not know the letters of the alphabet cannot
learn to which sounds those letters relate” (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998, p. 851). Knowledge of
letter names is a well-established predictor of early reading achievement (Bond & Dykstra, 1967;
Chall, 1967). In a longitudinal study of 244 children from kindergarten through second grade,
Torgesen et al. (1994) found letter knowledge had a causal influence on children’s ability to use
phonological skills to decode text. Although each has been discussed separately, Dickinson et al.
(2019) assert vocabulary, phonological awareness, and alphabet knowledge are interrelated
early literacy behaviors that, in their longitudinal study of 489 low-income African American
children from preschool to first grade, significantly contributed to later decoding, fluency, and
comprehension abilities.
Concepts of Print
Without a grasp of concepts of print, children cannot apply their vocabulary,
phonological awareness, and alphabet knowledge to the acts of reading and writing. The idea
that print can represent speech does not come naturally but can be learned through interacting
with texts (Clay, 2017). During such interactions, children learn that books are written by
authors, given a title, and constructed with front and back covers containing pages that must be
turned to continue the story (Byrnes & Wasik, 2019; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). Often
through the direction of a more experienced reader, children learn that print carries the
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message, not the pictures (Justice & Sofka, 2010; Zivan & Horowitz-Kraus, 2020). Some rules
for navigating texts vary depending on the language (Clay, 1991). For English readers, the
directionality of print moves from left-to-right, top-to-bottom, front-to-back and requires a
return sweep (Byrnes & Wasik, 2019; Clay, 2017). A return sweep is performed when the reader
finishes a line then continues reading by going to the first word on the left of the line
immediately underneath.
In English and other alphabetic languages, each written word represents one spoken
word (Byrnes & Wasik, 2019). To glean meaning from written words, readers must understand
many things about how words are written and arranged on a page. First, words are made up of
letters arranged in a specific way. These letters can be upper- or lowercase; uppercase letters are
used at the beginning of sentences and proper nouns (Justice & Sofka, 2010). Next, words,
separated by spaces, are combined to make sentences (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). Finally,
punctuation marks are used to differentiate sentences, provide cues about phrasing, and
indicate when text is quoted directly (Justice & Sofka, 2010).
Understanding of these concepts of print develops over time and is strongly influenced
by early experiences with texts in the home (Bingham, 2007; Clay, 2017; Roberts et al., 2005).
Due to the individualized nature of joint book reading in the home, it is an ideal environment for
children to build their understanding of the conventions and purposes of print (Clay, 1991;
Justice & Sofka, 2010). Zivan and Horowitz-Kraus (2020) found preschool children exhibited
greater print awareness when reading with a parent than a member of the research team. The
researchers postulate this is due to children’s comfort in exploring books from the security of a
strong bond with parents. These relationships develop over time, and children usually do not
have them with adults not serving in a consistent caregiving role, which can include teachers.
Developing children’s understanding of concepts of print in the home is vital given the link
studies have documented between this emergent literacy behavior and children’s later reading
success (Piasta et al., 2012; Tunmer et al., 1988). As Justice and Sofka (2010) articulate,
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understanding of print conventions is “a watershed event. . .upon which future developments
depend” (p. 9).
Joint Book Reading Research Including Fathers
Due to the unique and essential bond between parents and children, a child’s academic
success, particularly in the early grades, is strongly influenced by their experiences in the home
(Purcell-Gates, 2000; Paratore et al., 2011). One such experience, parents reading picturebooks
with children, has repeatedly been found to lead to the growth of their emergent literacy
behaviors (Bracken & Fischel, 2008; Deckner et al., 2006; Sénéchal et al., 1996). In their metaanalysis, Bus et al. (1995) identified an abundance of studies that showed joint book reading
could improve children’s emergent literacy behaviors, such as vocabulary, phonological
awareness, letter knowledge, and comprehension. However, most of these studies were
conducted exclusively with mother-child dyads, ignoring the potential contributions of fathers.
Despite the disproportionate representation of mothers in early literacy research, a
limited number of studies were conducted with fathers in recent years. Many of these studies
focus on general developmental factors, including emotional attachment, cognitive ability, and
behavior (McWayne et al., 2013). Others look at the father’s linguistic input or participation in
daily tasks, such as feeding and play. One examines fathers’ attitudes toward their roles in their
children’s early literacy education (Bingham, 2020). However, the focus of my study is how
fathers’ engagement in joint book reading with their young children influences emergent literacy
development. Database searches and citation mining identified ten studies (Baker, 2013; Baker
& Vernon-Feagans, 2015; Duursma, 2014; Fagan et al., 2015; Foster et al., 2016; Pancsofar et al.,
2010; Pillinger & Wood, 2013; Reynolds et al., 2019; Salo et al., 2016; Sims & Coley, 2016) that
specifically examined the role of fathers in their children’s early literacy development. Due to
cultural and linguistic differences, studies conducted outside of the U.S. were not included
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Parental Contributions to Emergent Literacy
These studies suggest fathers’ engagement in reading to their young children leads to the
growth of their emergent literacy behaviors, particularly vocabulary development (Baker, 2013;
Fagan et al., 2015; Salo et al., 2016). Fagan and colleagues observed dyads, composed of a father
and a child enrolled in Head Start, reading and playing together. The researchers analyzed how
often the children spoke and how many unique words they used during each activity. They also
collected data from the Head Start center on how often the fathers volunteered. The fathers’
engagement in joint book reading was associated with children’s improved language outcomes,
but amount of time the fathers spent in play or participating in the classroom was not. However,
the task Fagan and colleagues defined as reading was sharing a wordless picture book and/or
playing with puzzles.
Similarly, Baker and Vernon-Feagans (2015) observed parent-child dyads reading and
analyzed the parents’ language input. In this study, reading was defined as sharing a wordless
picturebook. The researchers found fathers’ language input led to increased vocabulary scores in
their children. As both Fagan et al. and Baker and Vernon-Feagans used wordless picturebooks
rather than children’s books with both print and pictures, further research is needed to
investigate which emergent literacy behaviors are enhanced when children read exclusively with
fathers or mothers or equally with both parents.
Fathers’ Distinct Contributions
Both mothers and fathers participated in Baker and Vernon-Feagans’ (2015) study. The
researchers compared fathers’ and mothers’ individual contributions to children’s early literacy
abilities while reading wordless picturebooks. After controlling for maternal language input,
fathers’ language predicted children’s vocabulary scores. Likewise, Sims and Coley (2016)
investigated how the frequency with which parents engaged in literacy activities with their
children from birth to 5-years-old impacted their literacy abilities upon kindergarten entry. The
researchers found paternal and maternal reading were separately associated with greater
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reading ability in kindergarten. Reading ability in this study included alphabet knowledge,
concepts of print, and phonological awareness. However, only maternal reading was connected
to increases in children’s expressive language abilities. Unlike Baker and Vernon-Feagans’s
findings, oral storytelling from either parent did not produce significant vocabulary or reading
ability gains.
Like Sims and Coley (2016), Duursma (2014) investigated how mothers’ and fathers’
frequency of reading up to age five affected their children’s development. In contrast to Sims
and Coley’s findings, Duursma found paternal reading predicted children’s language ability, but
maternal reading did not. Pancsofar et al. (2010) also found fathers’ level of education and
vocabulary use during a wordless booksharing activity was associated with more advanced
vocabulary development in their children after controlling for the mothers’ input.
These studies indicate parent gender makes marked contributions to the outcomes of
joint book reading. Baker and Vernon-Feagans (2015) and Pancsofar et al. (2010) found oral
storytelling to be beneficial, but Sims and Coley (2016) did not. Also, the studies had
contradictory findings on which parent made significant contributions to children’s vocabulary.
Additional research is needed to determine whether fathers or mothers have a greater impact on
their children’s emergent literacy behaviors.
Differences in Parental Contributions
The previous three studies compared the contributions of parents. However, Baker
(2013) examined how the joint input of both parents influenced children’s development. In this
study, parents’ literacy involvement was defined as reading, singing, oral storytelling, and
provision of educational materials in the home. The combined literacy involvement of both
mothers and fathers was measured when their children were 24-months-old. Children whose
parents were more involved in literacy activities had higher preschool reading scores.
Reynolds and colleagues (2019) investigated the relationship between the language input
of fathers and mothers and their children’s kindergarten achievement. The researchers
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conducted home visits at three different times during the emergent literacy period. From
observing parents sharing wordless picturebooks, the researchers determined both parents had
significant effects on children’s vocabulary and math abilities. Although they observed the
fathers and mothers reading with their children separately, all children in the study lived in twoparent households. Therefore, the study results demonstrate the benefits of having both parents
actively involving children in literacy learning activities.
Given changing family dynamics, it is common for fathers and mothers to share
parenting responsibilities. Bingham (2020) surveyed fathers to learn their beliefs about their
children’s literacy learning and the value of their participation in their children’s education.
Responses indicated the fathers enjoyed reading with their children and believed it was
important for them to play an active role in their children’s education. Although fathers believe
they are essential partners in their children’s learning both at home and school, little research
demonstrates how fathers and mothers work together to build a nurturing home literacy
environment.
Research Questions
Given the need for further research on fathers and their children’s early literacy growth,
this study will be guided by the following research questions:
1. What emergent literacy behaviors do children gain when engaging in joint book
reading with the following family members: (a) fathers only, (b) mothers only, or (c)
both parents reading an equal number of times?
2. Do children in the fathers only group make greater, equal, or fewer gains in (a)
vocabulary, (b) phonological and alphabet knowledge, and (c) concepts of print than
those in the mothers only group?
3. When reading with different family members, who contributes the most to gains in
children’s emergent literacy behaviors: (a) fathers only, (b) mothers only, or (c) both
parents reading an equal number of times?
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Definition of Terms
For the purposes of this study, the following terms are defined.

•

Emergent literacy is the perspective that literacy learning does not begin upon
school entry, but is a continuous process influenced by social and environmental
interactions (Clay, 1991; Teale & Sulzby, 1986). The emergent literacy period is from
birth until children learn conventional reading and writing, typically around 5- to 6years-old in the United States (Teale & Sulzby, 1986). During this time, children
acquire “knowledge, and attitudes that are presumed to be developmental precursors
to conventional forms of reading and writing” (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998).

•

Emergent literacy behaviors are the speech and actions of young children that
demonstrate their understandings of foundational aspects of conventional reading
and writing (Clay, 1966, 1991). According to Clay, sharing books with children is one
of the best ways to promote these behaviors. Through interactions with books,
children’s oral language grows and their understanding of how those spoken words
can be represented by print. Additionally, children learn how to navigate texts in
order to retrieve the messages within them. Definitions of the specific emergent
literacy behaviors examined in this study are provided below.
o

Vocabulary is the knowledge of words and their meanings a person uses to
understand and navigate their world (Hiebert, 2020). Children first acquire
vocabulary orally and continue to build it through the addition of reading and
writing (Bear et al., 2020). Vocabulary can be receptive or expressive.
Receptive vocabulary consists of words a person understands when heard or
read; expressive vocabulary is composed of the words a person can produce,
orally or in writing, without prompting (Sénéchal, 1997). As receptive
vocabulary develops faster, is larger, and is more closely tied to emergent
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literacy growth, it is the type of vocabulary measured in this study (Burger &
Chong, 2011; Wise et al., 2007).
o

Phonological awareness is an understanding of the phonological, or sound,
structure of a spoken word (Glisson, 2018). Although all spoken languages
have a phonological system, awareness of it is particularly important to
learning to read in alphabetic languages, such as English (Li, 2010). As only
English speakers were eligible for participation in this study, this definition
will expound on the elements of phonological awareness for the English
language. Gillon (2018) identifies three levels of phonological awareness in
English: (a) syllable awareness, (b) onset-rime awareness, and (c) phonemic
awareness. Those with syllable awareness understand words can be broken
into syllables and possess the ability to divide them, ensuring each syllable
has a vowel and consonants and are separated according to English language
conventions. Onset-rime awareness occurs when a speaker can break a
syllable down into two parts. The onset is the consonant(s) that come before
the vowel, and the rime contains the vowel and anything after it. When a
speaker can break a word down further into each individual sound
(phoneme), they have phonemic awareness.

o

Alphabet Knowledge includes letter-name knowledge and letter-sound
knowledge (Piasta et al., 2016). A reader has mastered letter-name knowledge
in English when they can correctly and quickly identify all 26 letters in upperand lowercase forms and a variety of fonts (Roberts et al., 2019). Letter-sound
knowledge is “the mapping of letter sounds to letters that facilitates children’s
capacity to decode words and thus, read with fluency” (Gerde, 2019, p. 80).

o

Concepts of print are what a person needs to understand about how print is
organized so they can read and produce written language. These concepts can
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differ depending on the language (Clay, 1991). As previously stated, this study
only included English speakers. Hence, this definition will explain concepts of
print for the English language. As this study did not include the use of ebooks,
concepts of print for electronic forms of print are not covered in this
definition. For the purposes of this study, concepts of print include
knowledge of: (a) text as a whole, (b) parts of a book, (c) how text is read, and
(d) parts of print. For text as a whole, the reader needs to understand: (a)
print is read, but not illustrations, (b) print represents spoken language, and
(c) print has many purposes (to entertain, to inform, etc.) (Justice & Sofka,
2010). To navigate physical books, readers must know books have: (a) a title,
(b) covers, front and back, (c) an author, and sometimes an illustrator, (d)
pages, and (e) other parts, depending on genre, such as index, table of
contents, and glossary (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). A proficient reader
knows books must be held “right side up” and the cover and pages must be
turned from left to right (Byrnes & Wasik, 2019). The reader also understands
pages of text are read word by word, left to right, top to bottom, and by
performing a return sweep (Clay, 2017). Additionally, readers need to know
sentences are made of words, and words are made of letters (Justice & Sofka,
2010). These words are separated by punctuation to indicate how the
phrasing matches speech (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998).
•

Home literacy environment (HLE) is a term used to describe a variety of literacy
experiences a child has at home (Hamilton et al., 2016). HLE includes routine
interactions, such as singing, playing, dressing, and bathing, where a child learns the
necessary literacy skills to participate in the family and community. Another element
of the HLE is the resources to which children have access, including print and
electronic multimodal texts. Further, the HLE involves the attitudes others in the

17

home have toward literacy. These attitudes convey to children which literacy
practices are valued and which are not.
•

Joint book reading is a practice where a more advanced reader, usually an adult
caregiver, reads a book to a young child with the child positioned nearby, often in
their lap, so that the text and illustration can be clearly seen. During a joint book
reading session, the reader often references the print and illustrations and elicits
responses appropriate for the child’s developmental level (Pillinger & Wood, 2013,
2014; Richgels, 2003). Researchers sometimes refer to these sessions as shared
reading (NELP, 2008). However, the term shared reading is also used to describe
teachers reading with students at school or an instructional strategy advocated by
Fountas and Pinnell (2006). To avoid confusion, this study will refer to the act of an
adult reading in the home with a child as joint book reading.

•

Mother is defined as a female caregiver with a consistent parenting role (Chacko et
al., 2016). This includes the biological mother, adoptive mother, stepmother, or other
female legal guardian. Not included are grandmothers, aunts, sisters, and other
female relatives who do not have legal guardianship of the child.

•

Father is defined as a male caregiver with a consistent parenting role (Chacko et al.,
2016). This includes the biological father, adoptive father, stepfather, or other male
legal guardian. Not included are grandfathers, uncles, brothers, and other male
relatives who do not have legal guardianship of the child.
Significance of the Study

Although it was not always the case, there is now a general consensus in the field of
literacy that experiences during the emergent literacy period are essential in preparing children
for academic success (Chall, 1983; Clay 1966; Inoue et al., 2018; Kim et al., 2015; Rohde, 2015;
Teale & Sulzby, 1986). One of the most recommended routines for teaching school-based
literacies is joint book reading (Adams, 1990; Clay, 1991). There is a large body of research
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indicating joint book reading fosters many emergent literacy behaviors, including vocabulary,
phonological awareness, alphabet knowledge, and concepts of print (Bingham, 2007; Bus et al.,
1995, Carroll et al., 2019; NELP, 2008; Preece & Levy, 2018). These studies have primarily
included mother-child dyads.
Yet, fathers are taking an increasingly central role in childrearing (Banchefsky & Park,
2016; Bauman & Wasserman, 2010). Many fathers believe they share responsibility for their
children’s literacy development and enjoy engaging in joint book reading (Bingham, 2020).
However, few studies have been conducted to demonstrate the impact fathers have on their
children’s emergent literacy behaviors. The small number of existing studies assert fathers’
literacy involvement, either alone or in partnership with mothers, is beneficial to children’s
vocabulary and early reading ability (Baker, 2013; Fagan et al., 2015; Reynolds et al., 2019).
However, findings are contradictory on which emergent literacy behaviors fathers have the most
influence on and the magnitude of their contributions compared to mothers (Baker & VernonFeagans, 2015; Sims & Coley, 2016). Additional research is needed to explore the role of fathers
during the crucial emergent literacy period. Therefore, this study aims to contribute to the body
of joint book reading research by describing the distinct contributions fathers and mothers make
to specific emergent literacy behaviors as well as identifying the impact of both parents working
cooperatively to engage children in literacy practices.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
Parents play a critical role in the early literacy development of their children. While
mothers’ influences have been more thoroughly examined, research clearly shows how vital both
parents are to the acquisition of strong emergent literacy behaviors (Baker & Vernon-Feagans,
2015; Bus & van Ijzendoorn, 1995; Horowitz-Kraus & Hutton, 2015; Kim et al., 2015; Sims &
Coley, 2016). Because this study aims to contribute to the body of emergent literacy research,
this chapter begins by presenting how researchers’ and educators’ beliefs of how young children
acquire literacy have evolved. A review is then provided of studies that investigated the impact
of joint book reading on children’s literacy development and how the practice contributes to the
overall home literacy environment (HLE). Finally, the chapter concludes with the identification
of a gap in the literature.
Views of Early Literacy Development
Although parents engaging in joint book reading and other teaching activities with their
young children is common today, parents were once discouraged from attempting to teach their
children to read (Durkin, 1970). Educational researchers asserted doing so was “questionable
and may be harmful for some” (Mason, 1984, p. 508). Throughout the last century, educational
researchers sought to explain what made young children successful or unsuccessful in learning
to read. Perspectives shifted from maturational and environmental factors that led to students’
readiness to learn to read to our current understanding of literacy learning as a continuously
evolving process that begins at birth.
Early Views on Reading Development
In the early 20th century, concern over large numbers of children failing to learn to read
drove researchers to examine the early childhood years. As Teale and Sulzby (1986) explained,
the period before children entered first grade came to be viewed as a time for them to be
prepared for formal reading instruction. The term reading readiness was used to describe this
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preparation. However, there were two views on what constituted reading readiness. Some
educators favored the maturational view, which asserts readiness is a product of neural
ripening. Others believed readiness was a product of early experiences.
The maturational view was the most prominent of the readiness perspectives from the
1920’s until the mid-1950’s (Teale & Sulzby, 1986). Those who ascribed to this view believed
young children should engage in activities to build general cognitive and motor skills until they
reached the appropriate mental maturation level to begin formal reading instruction (Gesell,
1928; Morphett & Washburne, 1931). If a young child experienced difficulties learning to read,
the prescribed treatment was to do nothing and wait for the child to naturally become ready
(Durkin, 1970). Parents were told to avoid teaching reading or writing at home. School
curriculums were designed using workbooks that taught skills in isolation one at a time
(Hoskisson, 1977). Before children were deemed mature enough to begin reading instruction,
they were required to pass tests demonstrating their prereading abilities, such as distinguishing
colors from shapes, drawing with a crayon, auditory and visual discrimination, left-to-right eye
movement, and ability to follow directions (Hoskisson, 1977; Mason, 1984).
When the Russians launched Sputnik during the Cold War, Americans’ fears that the
current educational system was not preparing children to compete in a global economy
intensified (Johanningmeier, 2010). Spurred by national concern, the federal government
sought to make reforms in many areas of education. Instead of waiting for children to become
ready to learn to read, educators were expected to make them ready (Durkin, 1970). Under the
perspective of readiness as a product of experiences, the blame for children’s failure to learn was
not due to their lack of maturity, rather their lack of early exposure to literacy materials.
Policymakers instituted measures including Head Start and educational television programs,
such as Sesame Street, to fill perceived deficits in early learning experiences, particularly for
low-income and minority families (Ball et al., 1970). Early reading programs’ effectiveness was
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evaluated through frequent formal assessments of children’s progress through a hierarchal
sequence of skill acquisition (Teale & Sulzby, 1986).
In opposition to the readiness perspective, the prereading view holds that children’s
learning is task-specific. Reading instruction should include skills involved in the act of reading,
not general cognitive and motor skills (Mason, 1984). In Chall’s (1983) stages of reading
development, prereading, or Stage 0, is the foundational period from approximately 6-months
to 6-years-old in which children first begin to explore print. In this stage, children learn to
recognize letters and signs, write their names, and retell stories when looking at pictures.
However, children must have the support of a more advanced reader who shares books, writing
materials, and literacy toys, such as alphabet blocks, to promote their interests in reading and
writing. Once children have this support, they are then ready for the initial reading stage where
they receive formal reading instruction at school.
Emergent Literacy Theory
In both the maturational and experiential readiness perspectives, children do not learn
to read until they receive instruction at school. Conversely, emergent literacy claims reading and
writing begin before formal instruction teaches children to decode text and write with
traditional orthography (Teale & Sulzby, 1986). Introduced in Marie Clay’s (1966) seminal
dissertation, “the concept of emergent literacy implies that there is no definite separation
between prereading and reading” (Sparling, 2004, p. 45). Sparling elaborates that early literacy
is like the roots of a plant, unseen but vital to the formation and continued growth of the plant’s
visible part, which is conventional reading and writing. The emergent literacy period is from
birth to the beginning of formal schooling. During this time, children’s understanding of how
words are represented through print grows rapidly (Teale & Sulzby, 1986). One reason the term
emergent literacy was used, not emergent reading and writing, is researchers began to recognize
the critical role language plays in conventional reading and writing abilities. Children must
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acquire knowledge about how language works before learning to interpret or create symbols on
a page (Lonigan, 2004).
The Emergent Literacy Period
Richgels (2003) described children’s literacy development in a series of five phases,
culminating in independent and productive reading and writing. The first two phases explain
the emergent literacy period. As with any phase model, it is important to remember children
progress through stages along a continuum, moving back and forth depending on the demands
and context of the reading or writing event. In the earliest phase of literacy development,
awareness and exploration, children become aware of the print around them and how adults
interact with it. As children encounter print in traditional forms, such as books, magazines, and
newspapers, they begin to recognize personally meaningful letters, words, such as their name, or
phrases. Children are also exposed to environmental print, including street signs, packaging of
snacks, and the titles of their favorite television shows.
In the same way children learn to recognize static environmental print, they begin to
recognize the various digital symbols that represent commonly used apps (Neumann &
Neumann, 2017). Currently, almost all American children have access to electronic devices in
their homes, such as smartphones and tablets (Steyer & Bowers, 2017). Through such
interactions with print, children begin to understand that spoken language can be represented
by written symbols (Clay, 1991). Additionally, children begin to develop phonological awareness
skills, such as rhyming, which will help develop conventional reading and writing abilities. In
this phase, children also begin to communicate their thoughts through pictures and scribbles
(Richgels, 2003).
Children are in the second phase, experimental reading and writing, when they “know
more of the basics of how reading and writing work” (Richgels, 2003, p. 37). These children
understand letter-sound correspondence and concepts of print, such as directionality, necessary
to read and write conventionally. In addition to traditional concepts of print, children also
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develop an understanding of digital print concepts, including how to properly orient devices,
search for information, read icons, and navigate pages (Neumann et al., 2017). In this phase,
their comprehension of narrative and informational texts read aloud increases, as demonstrated
by their ability to retell simple stories orally. Phonological awareness also increases from
rhyming to indentifying the discrete sounds in words, known as phonemic awareness. While
writing, children are aware its purpose is to record information to be retrieved later and
communicate with others. Such an understanding illuminates the importance of using
commonly understood symbols for conveying meaning. Therefore, children move beyond the
scribbling of the previous phase to inventive spelling, which uses letters to represent some of the
sounds in words (Richgels, 2003). As children’s understanding of conventional spelling
expands, they can take greater advantage of tablets and smartphones as they search for
information and use apps (Neumann & Neumann, 2017).
Family Literacy Theory
As Sparling’s (2004) analogy explained, these two phases of literacy development, just
like the roots of a plant, are foundational for children to become conventional readers and
writers. Once researchers recognized that literacy development begins at birth, they began
conducting their studies in children’s primary environments, their homes (Sulzby & Teale,
1991). Sociologists and psychologists were studying the impact of the home and family on
reading achievement decades before the field of reading research recognized its importance.
Previous research mostly compared how families’ socioeconomic status (SES) influenced their
children’s reading development (Sulzby & Teale, 1991). Some researchers claim all children from
low-income homes are at-risk of reading failure due to their limited access to resources and
supposed lower quality HLEs (Lonigan, 2004). Yet, a closer examination of literacy practices in
individual homes shows activities families engage in have a much more significant effect on
children’s literacy achievement than their SES. In their study, Taylor and Dorsey-Gaines (1988)
sought to examine the literate practices of low-income, urban, Black families with young
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children. Despite their economic disadvantages, these children were learning to read and write.
The researchers found this was due in part to parents providing homes that were print-rich
environments where children could see literacy used for various authentic purposes. Therefore,
studies could not find a consistent link between SES and academic achievement (Purcell-Gates,
2000). As the concept of emergent literacy developed, the focus of home research began to shift
to what the families did in their homes rather than their SES groups (Yaden et al., 2000).
Parents. Differences in children’s academic performance were then attributed to
differences in their experiences with oral and written language in their homes (Paratore et al.,
2011; Purcell-Gates, 2000). In stark contrast to the formulaic curriculum of the reading
readiness view, family literacy theory asserts children learn literacy practices best by seeing
them used and using them for authentic purposes in their home and community. “[C]hildren’s
ability to develop [emergent literacy] skills depends on their access to rich literacy experiences
and expert partners from whom they can learn” (Rohde, 2015, p. 2). Infants and toddlers
acquire oral language that supports later conventional reading skills through interactions with
caregivers. Such interactions take place during regular daily routines, including feeding,
bathing, and dressing. This learning is enhanced when caregivers intentionally play with oral
language through rhymes and songs and label items or reference print in the environment
(Sparling, 2004). If children see parents reading books, magazines, and other texts, whether in
hard copy or digital form, they begin to understand people can glean a variety of information
from words (Chaudron et al., 2018; Saracho, 1997). As children observe adults writing for
different purposes, from filling out a paper form to texting, they learn people create print to
communicate with others (Murphy & Headley, 2018; Sparling, 2004). Once children internalize
the purposes of print, they begin making attempts to communicate in writing as well. Adults can
scaffold children’s early writing abilities by allowing them to write with a variety of print and
digital mediums (Marsh et al., 2017).
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As children’s first teachers, parents have a tremendous impact on their children’s early
development. When parents make literacy activities engaging, their children are more likely to
learn and have positive attitudes about the tasks (Saracho, 1997, 2017). Baroody and Diamond
(2012) found preschool-aged children with self-reported higher levels of interest in literacy had
stronger code-related skills. The first five years of life are a critical period in brain development;
the literacy environment parents provide determines the type of foundation children will have
when starting school (Horowitz-Kraus & Hutton, 2015). When parents teach literacy behaviors
before children enter school, they build a strong foundation for literacy development (Clay,
1991). “Although excellent preschool and kindergarten classrooms can provide children with
opportunities to learn and refine these skills, it is widely acknowledged that linguistically rich
home environments contribute more powerfully to the early development of these critical
abilities” (Jordan et al., 2000, p. 524). In such home environments, parents help prepare their
children to comprehend the decontextualized language of books by building their children’s
vocabularies.
Extended Family and Community Members. Although parents’ influences on
their children’s development are often the subject of family literacy research, siblings,
grandparents, and other extended family members also play a part in supporting children’s
learning (Gregory, 2001; Jarrett & Coba-Rodriguez, 2017; Mui & Anderson, 2008). In the home,
learning often occurs through authentic daily interactions with family members who provide
support based on their knowledge of a child’s abilities. Cook-Cottone (2004) elaborated on these
family mentors
with whom the child has developed his or her understanding of the world. . .presents this
new information as filtered and molded by their understanding. . .[L]iteracy tools and
content are transformed. . .to fit the child’s formative familial and cultural experiences.
(p. 209)
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Through such support, the child eventually becomes able to independently perform a task
(Vygotsky, 1978). In interviews with mothers of children in Head Start, Jarrett and CobaRodriguez (2017) found they had support from a variety of family members. As these family
members worked together to support children’s learning, the researchers dubbed them “literacy
teams.” These literacy teams engaged children in a variety of activities, including worksheets,
flashcards, and read-alouds. Literacy teams also took advantage of teachable moments to extend
children’s learning. Examples include finding places on the map to which the father traveled for
work and using the internet to research and build a volcano after reading about them.
The social aspects of learning extend beyond the walls of the home. Families’
involvement in community and religious activities also provide opportunities for children to
develop their literacy behaviors. McMillon and Edwards (2008) explained how involvement in
the African American Church taught children literacy behaviors that can help them be successful
in school. Children developed print awareness both by watching adults and personally
interacting with the Bible, bulletins, and Sunday school materials. Hymnals were particularly
useful for teaching directional movement and voice to print match. As children participated in
singing spiritual songs, their phonemic and phonological awareness was enhanced. Listening to,
retelling, and responding to Bible stories increased children’s reading comprehension.
Responses included “dramatic skits, songs, rap, poetry, and artistic drawings/sketches to show
teachers that they understand Biblical concepts and/or stories discussed during classes”
(McMillon & Edwards, 2008, p. 322). All of these activities connect to literacy tasks children are
expected to perform in school.
The variety of religious groups they can belong to is merely one aspect families’ cultural
differences in the United States. Given that families are a part of one or more diverse cultures
and communities, children have a wide range of literacy experiences before beginning formal
schooling. For example, many low income and minority families engage in rich oral storytelling
traditions (Luo & Tamis-LeMonda, 2017; Morrow et al., 1993). To truly understand the range of
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experiences young children have and the literate resources they bring to school with them, we
must expand the definition of literacy beyond the reading, writing, and speaking activities
educators expect students to perform in school (Compton-Lilly et al., 2012). As Auerbach (1989)
explained:
If it is defined narrowly to mean performing school-like literacy activities within the
family setting, the social-contextual demands on family life become obstacles that must
be overcome so that learning can take place. . .If. . .educators define family literacy more
broadly to include a range of activities and practices that are integrated into the fabric of
daily life, the social context becomes a rich resource that can inform rather than impede
learning. (p. 166)
In this view, young children’s education is a partnership wherein educators and researchers
work to help families accomplish their goals for their children’s literacy education (ComptonLilly et al., 2012).
Home and School Literacies. Although all typically developing children acquire the
literacy behaviors necessary to function within their homes and communities, these abilities do
not always equate to school success (Anderson et al., 2015). Schools are often described as
institutions perpetuating mainstream American values. For students whose families are not part
of this middle-class, native English-speaking group, transitioning to formal schooling means
learning entirely new codes, syntax, vocabulary, and purposes for engaging in literate practices
(Edwards et al., 2009; Neuman et al., 2018). In her seminal ethnography, Heath (1983)
described the “ways with words” of families from different communities. Children in all the
communities learned, to some degree, how to use reading and writing to complete daily tasks,
learn new information, and communicate and connect with others. In Trackton, a working-class
Black community, children were expected to observe and learn the accepted discourse patterns
of the community. Through engaging in daily activities, such as grocery shopping or reading
road signs, children learned practical uses for reading and writing. However, the rich literacies
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Trackton children learned did not have value in their classrooms. Unlike Trackton parents,
those in Roadville, a working-class White community, attempted to use books and other
materials to teach school literacy skills explicitly. Despite this preparation, the Roadville
children lacked the cultural knowledge of the “townspeople,” mainstream White and Black
families, necessary to excel in school. While Trackton parents felt their way of educating their
children was sufficient, Roadville parents wanted to teach their children school literacies. Both
of these stances should be respected. If parents’ goals include preparing their children for school
entry, then educators and researchers can work with parents to extend existing home practices
to teach school literacies through family literacy programs.
Family Literacy Programs. Many family literacy programs target parents with low
levels of education. Children exposed to a large quantity and variety of text types are more likely
to be successful readers (Church, 2018; Evans et al., 2010). Yet, parents with lower education
levels tend to read less, both personally and to their children, have less reading materials in the
home, and make fewer visits to the library (Paratore, 2003). Therefore, family literacy programs
not only focus on educating children but “are intergenerational interventions that aim to
improve family functioning and family prospects by enhancing child and adult literacy”
(Lonigan, 2004, p. 57). In such programs, parents can be made aware of resources available to
them and their children and how to use them to teach school-based literacies (Bauman &
Wasserman, 2010; Chao et al., 2015).
Although parents with lower levels of education may engage in less school-based literacy
activities than mainstream parents, they still make valuable contributions to their children’s
education. Instead of seeing parents with low education levels, low incomes, or cultural and
linguistic differences as possessing a deficit that must be corrected, those designing family
literacy programs should see them as experts on their children’s needs and abilities (Anderson,
Anderson, & Gear, 2015; Parecki & Gear, 2013). In designing family literacy programs,
researchers and educators should “adopt a reciprocal approach predicated on the understanding
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that teachers need to instruct parents in school-based literacy and also seek to learn about and
integrate parents’ existing knowledge and resources into school curricula” (Paratore, 2003, p.
12). For example, Anderson et al. (2015) reported how facilitators worked with members of an
Aboriginal Canadian community to create a family literacy program. The indigenous leaders
designed parent-child sessions that conveyed cultural values, including connection to family, the
earth, ceremonies and preservation of their native language. Western knowledge was integrated
into these sessions through activities such as joint story writing.
In addition to being a respectful and natural approach, family literacy programs
designed with parents’ input are more effective and have longer-lasting effects. For example,
Cook-Cottone (2004) reported on a family literacy program in which parent volunteers were
trained to teach literacy skills to struggling readers. In a pre-program survey, the parents
reported they wanted to help their children be more successful in school but lacked the
knowledge of how to do so. Not only did students’ reading skills improve significantly at the end
of the intervention, but many parents reported feeling better equipped to help their children in
the future. Cook-Cottone postulates one reason for the program’s success was the parents’
ability to ground skills instruction, such as decoding and sight word reading, in meaningful
contexts by providing examples and definitions “tied to familial and cultural experiences,
something teachers and members from other environments cannot do as effectively” (p. 215).
Joint Book Reading in the Home Literacy Environment
The goal of most family literacy programs is to contribute to the home literacy
environment (HLE). Although much of the research treats them as such, joint book reading
sessions are not isolated events. Instead, they are one element of the HLE. The HLE involves a
variety of activities, such as singing, playing, and eating, in which children have opportunities to
learn literacy by interacting with members of their families and communities. Elements of the
HLE and the people in it influence children’s emergent literacy growth and the joint book
reading’s effectiveness.
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“The ‘home literacy environment’ is an umbrella term used to describe the literacyrelated interactions, resources, and attitudes that children experience at home” (Hamilton et al.,
2016, p. 401). Although achievement gaps are often identified by SES, this generalization
ignores the great deal of variance in the HLEs of low SES homes. For example, in a study of lowincome families, some read to their children as much as four to five times per week while others
read only a few times per year (Teale & Sulzby, 1986). Hence, it is important to identify the HLE
factors that lead to success in primary school regardless of SES. Some key factors include the
amount of texts children have access to and the frequency with which parents engage children in
literacy activities (Bingham, 2007; Kim et al., 2015; Roberts et al., 2005; Weigel et al., 2006).
General Factors of the HLE
Many studies examine how a variety of HLE factors influence children’s emergent
literacy behaviors. For example, Kim et al. (2015) examined the findings of the Early Childhood
Longitudinal Study, Birth Cohort (ECLS-B) in regard to the HLE. The ECLS-B was one of three
longitudinal studies in the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study (ECLS) program (National
Center for Education Statistics, n.d.). The ECLS program’s mission was to provide a nationally
representative sample of data from children at various points from birth to the eighth grade on a
large assortment of family, school, community, and individual factors that affect development.
They did not generate any reports using these data but made it available for qualified
researchers to analyze and address their research questions. The ECLS-B specifically examined a
group of over 10,000 children from their birth in 2001 to kindergarten. Data were collected
when the children were 9-months, 2-years, and 4-years, and in the fall of 2006 when 75% of the
cohort were in kindergarten. Additional data collection was conducted the following fall on the
remaining 25% of children who had not yet entered kindergarten during the previous data
collection period. Each of these periods of data collection is referred to as a wave.
Kim and colleagues’ particular focus was on how the HLE impacts preschool vocabulary
and decoding abilities. Therefore, they only used data from Waves 2 and 3, when the children

31

were 2- and 4-years-old, respectively. To be included in the study, the parents must have
completed a questionnaire in Wave 2 and the children must have been assessed for vocabulary
and decoding in Wave 3. Further, special needs and nonnative English speakers were excluded,
leaving a sample of 6,050 families. The questionnaire looked at four factors of the HLE: (a)
number of children’s books in the home, (b) frequency of family shared reading sessions per
week, (c) frequency of family members’ storytelling, and (d) frequency of family members
singing songs. Results showed the HLE at age 2 predicts preschool vocabulary knowledge and
decoding ability after controlling for SES.
Parent Behaviors
A quality HLE prepares children for school entry. Parents are primarily responsible for
shaping the HLE. For this reason, studies examining HLE factors often investigate parenting
behaviors and attitudes. Weigel et al. (2006) recruited families with children at least 3-years-old
who had not yet entered kindergarten to study the relationship between children’s emergent
literacy skills and parent characteristics and behaviors. Of the 85 parents recruited, 80 were
mothers. Parents completed a questionnaire while children were assessed on (a) print
knowledge, (b) emergent writing, (c) receptive language, and (d) expressive language. A followup assessment of children’s literacy skills was completed a year later. The questionnaire
addressed: (a) parental literacy habits, (b) parent-child activities, (c) parent reading beliefs, and
(d) parental demographics. Questions about parental demographics addressed: (a) age, (b) level
of education, (c) income, and (d) self-reported grades in school. Parents were also given a
standardized word pronunciation test. The researchers found high levels of parental
engagement were associated with children’s greater print knowledge and interest in reading.
Parental demographics were linked with children's expressive and receptive language skills.
Parents who placed importance on and had positive attitudes about reading tended to engage
their children in language and literacy activities more often, which, in turn, led to higher
emergent writing and receptive language scores.
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A majority of studies examining parents’ influence on the HLE, like Weigel and
colleagues, are conducted with predominantly Caucasian families. To provide more diverse
representation, Bingham et al. (2017) studied the relationships between parenting style, the
HLE, and children’s language skills with a sample of 181 (primarily African American) parents
and their preschool children. The primary caregivers, 88% of whom were mothers, were
surveyed about their parenting style and home literacy practices. Parenting style was
determined to be authoritative, authoritarian, or permissive. Home literacy practices were
classified as either formal (explicitly teaching literacy behaviors) or informal (book reading).
Authoritative parents were more likely to engage in book reading. These book reading sessions
were positively associated with children’s scores on measures of vocabulary, print knowledge,
and phonological awareness. Yet, formal literacy practices had a negative association. The
researchers also found parents with higher levels of education were more likely to engage in
book reading.
Parent Behaviors During Joint Book Reading
As the primary caregivers, parents are most attuned to their children’s unique
personalities and needs. Therefore, they adjust their strategies during shared reading to elicit
appropriate participation from their children (Pellegrini, et al., 1990). For example, Dickinson et
al. (1992) found low-income mothers change the type of talk they use during joint book reading
based on their child’s age. They used much more talk to scaffold their children’s understanding
when they were younger and decreased their support as the children matured. This scaffolded
support allowed children the opportunity to practice the comprehension skills the mothers
modeled (Dickinson et al., 1992). Mothers also used less cognitively demanding strategies to
elicit their children’s participation during an initial reading of a book. As the child became more
familiar with the text through repeated readings, mothers began to place more cognitive
demands on them. Additionally, mothers increased their use of metalinguistic verbs as children
became more familiar with a book, leading to gains in vocabulary (Pellegrini et al., 1990).
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Behaviors to Elicit and Maintain Attention. Morgan (2005) observed three dyads
of preschool children and their mothers from a socio-economically disadvantaged community to
discern what behaviors the mothers used to elicit their children’s interest and promote learning
during joint book reading. She found that the children’s behavior often determined the type of
strategies the mothers used. In one dyad, the son spoke very little, even when the mother asked
questions. Therefore, the mother would always recognize his verbal contributions. Also, she
utilized the most varied strategies of the three mothers in this study to coax more language out
of her son. In another dyad, the child often interrupted during reading, so the mother mostly
used language to teach appropriate times for interjection. This mother rarely attempted to
elaborate on the child’s utterances. In the third dyad, the mother and son would take turns in
the role of the reader. There was little interaction when the mother read. Yet, when the child
read, he would elicit dialogue from his mother by asking questions. The mother also provided
much more praise when her son filled the reader’s role than when he was a listener.
Similarly, Preece and Levy (2018) found mothers used many strategies to engage their
children’s attention during joint book reading. One mother would replace the characters’ names
with her daughter’s and use the story as a tool for teaching appropriate behavior. To encourage
their children’s independent selection of texts, some mothers would paraphrase, summarize, or
“read” the pictures of books they deemed too long or complex for their children. To sustain
attention and increase enjoyment, several mothers would act out aspects of the stories,
including sound effects and funny faces.
Teaching Behaviors. Other beneficial parent behaviors during joint book reading are
focusing on meaning and activating background knowledge. When mothers use meaning-related
talk while conducting read-alouds, their children have improved vocabulary and understanding
of story concepts. Meaning-related talk includes descriptive language that focuses on the
concrete elements of the text, such as illustrations. As well, it includes inferential talk that
practices abstract skills, such as making predictions. The children’s literacy skills were even
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further improved when their mothers related the text being read to the children’s background
experiences and cultures (Hindman et al., 2014).
An understanding of language and story concepts is essential, but children also need an
understanding of the basics of reading the code of text, such as alphabet knowledge. Mothers,
particularly those from low SES groups, tend to focus on meaning while ignoring code during
shared reading (Hindman et al., 2014). Yet, parents can engage in behaviors that promote
learning of these skills during joint book reading. Simply pointing to words as they are read
increases the amount of time children focus on them and may increase children’s knowledge of
letters and words (Evans & Saint-Aubin, 2011). Additionally, when mothers focus more on print,
their children demonstrate a greater interest in it (Morgan, 2005).
In a longitudinal study from the time children were 2 years old until they began
kindergarten, parents were asked how often they engaged in joint book reading and taught
various emergent literacy skills. The children were then assessed for developmentally
appropriate literacy skills in kindergarten through Grade 3. Children who experienced more
joint book reading sessions before kindergarten entry had higher vocabulary scores throughout
the primary grades. Parents’ teaching of code-related skills was associated with their children’s
letter knowledge and phonological awareness in kindergarten. This association effected reading
accuracy in Grade 1 and reading comprehension in Grades 2 and 3 (Inoue et al., 2018).
Effective home literacy practices are essential for children’s early literacy success.
Although high-quality instruction in school is vital, it takes a home-school partnership to make a
difference. Parents can offer the individualized attention that teachers cannot, allowing them to
tailor joint book reading sessions to the needs of their child. Parents can engage in much more
elaborative talk than teachers because they do not have the same time constraints. Further,
children are allowed much more choice to select text to read at home than at school (Dickinson
et al., 1992). Greater choice generates more interest, which in turn leads to higher literacy gains.
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Benefits of Joint Book Reading
Researchers view book reading in the home to be an incredibly valuable activity for
young children (Bingham et al., 2017). Hence, several studies focus specifically on the benefits of
joint book reading for children’s academic development. One such study, conducted by DemirLira et al. (2019), investigated if book reading with very young (1- to 2.5-years-old) children
could predict later literacy outcomes. Fifty-five parent-child dyads were observed going about
their daily routines during several home visits for approximately 90-minutes each. Of the 55
parents in this study, 49 were mothers. The children were assessed on several academic
measures in 2nd and 4th grades. The researchers found frequent book reading interactions when
the children were very young led to increases in children’s vocabulary, comprehension, and
intrinsic reading motivation after controlling for the amount of other talk in the home, SES, and
children’s language ability. The quantity of book reading interactions did not predict decoding,
extrinsic motivation, or math skill.
Benefits of Book Language
Another valuable aspect of joint book reading reported by Demir-Lira and colleagues
(2019) is the opportunity not usually provided in daily tasks to expose children to varied and
complex language. This assertion is in agreement with the findings of a previous study by HoffGinsberg (1991) which compared conversations of dyads of mothers and 18- to 29-month-old
children engaging in four normal daily activities: dressing, eating, reading books, and playing
with toys. The dyads were categorized by the researcher as either working class or upper-middle
class. There were significant differences in the amount and variety of speech produced by the
mothers in the two social classes. As well, the upper-middle-class mothers’ speech with their
children tended to be conversational. Conversely, working-class mothers used more directives.
However, joint book reading mediated many of the differences found in the other three
activities. Mothers from both social classes engaged in more talk that was responsive to
children’s utterances, therefore promoting children’s language development.
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Child Interest
Demir-Lira et al.’s (2019) study indicated joint book reading during the first years of life
can lead to intrinsic motivation when children become conventional readers. Other studies have
shown cultivating children’s interest in reading during the emergent literacy period influences
whether parents will continue to engage in joint book reading. Children’s development of
emergent literacy behaviors is enhanced through greater interest from the child and more
frequent joint book reading sessions with the parent. When young children are interested in
reading, they grow in their understanding of story and print concepts, receptive and expressive
vocabulary, and letter and word knowledge (Bracken & Fischel, 2008; Carroll, et al., 2019;
Deckner et al., 2006; Sénéchal et al., 1996).
Carroll and colleagues (2019) found child interest explained 25% of the variance in 4- to
5-year-old children’s emergent literacy skills after controlling for other HLE and SES factors.
From conducting interviews of parents with pre-school aged children, Preece and Levy (2018)
concluded parents are more likely to engage in joint book reading if they perceive the child is
enjoying the activity. Conversely, parents delay reading until the child is older if the child does
not demonstrate behaviors that indicate interest, such as sitting still and pointing to items on
the page. This finding is in line with Clay’s (1991) recommendation for parents to allow the
child’s curiosity to guide home literacy teaching. She warns against either extreme of pushing
reading instruction too soon or leaving all literacy learning to the teacher. Instead, book
interactions should be guided by the child’s interest, attention, and ability level.
Parent Gender Differences
It is clear from the studies discussed in this chapter that parents play a vital role in their
children’s early literacy development. Joint book reading has many potential advantages, but
parents must choose to frequently engage in the activity to reap these benefits. In addition,
parents must enact strategies appropriate for their children’s developmental level to strengthen
emergent literacy behaviors and foster interest in reading. Although parents’ pivotal role in the

37

success of joint book reading is well documented, there are fewer studies examining how parent
gender is related to the practice’s effectiveness. A majority of the studies that have investigated
gender differences have been conducted with mothers. A few examine the effects of fathers alone
or both parents as partners engaging children in joint book reading. Joint book reading studies
focusing on parent gender are discussed below.
Mothers
Roberts et al. (2005) investigated how different aspects of HLE affected the emergent
literacy development of 72 low-income African American children. Using data from a larger
unnamed longitudinal study that examined the relationship between children’s health and their
development from 18-months to age 5, they investigated the predictive ability of several factors
on emergent literacy development. Specifically, (a) shared reading frequency, (b) maternal book
reading strategies, (c) children’s enjoyment of reading, (d) maternal sensitivity, and (e) overall
quality and responsiveness of the HLE were investigated to determine their ability to predict
attainment of (a) receptive vocabulary, (b) expressive vocabulary, (c) alphabet knowledge, (d)
knowledge of conventions of print, and (e) comprehension. The overall quality and
responsiveness of HLEs included “the primary caregiver’s emotional and verbal responsivity,
acceptance of the child’s behavior, organization of the environment, academic and language
stimulation, and maternal involvement with the child” (Roberts et al., 2005, pp. 350-351).
Findings suggest a positive link between maternal use of teaching strategies, sensitivity to
children’s verbal and nonverbal cues, and children’s receptive language development. The
overall HLE quality and responsiveness predicted all four measures of early literacy
development more than the frequency of shared reading, book reading strategies, children’s
levels of enjoyment, or maternal sensitivity. The number of times a mother reads to a child and
the child’s enjoyment of reading were not significantly related to literacy development. The
mothers’ self-reports measured both factors on a survey.
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To examine mothers’ literacy beliefs and the quality of mother-child interactions on early
literacy development, Bingham (2007) observed 60 mothers reading with their 3- or 4-year-old
children in their homes. Observations were coded for affective and instructional quality. In this
study, affective quality was defined by how enjoyable and engaging the mother made the child’s
joint book reading experience. Mothers’ affective quality was rated on a scale from one to four.
For instructional quality, mothers were given a point for each time they: (a) labeled (pointed to a
picture and provide the name for it), (b) taught about the text, (c) questioned children about
events in the text, (d) extended the text by connecting the story to something in the child’s life,
or (e) paused to allow the child to complete a sentence or phrase. Mothers completed a
questionnaire about their beliefs on book reading and children’s literacy development. They also
completed a survey about the HLE. The children were assessed on (a) receptive vocabulary, (b)
concepts of print, (c) alphabet knowledge, and (d) emergent reading ability. Results indicate
mothers’ educational attainment and literacy beliefs were positively related to the quality of both
the HLE and joint book reading interactions. In turn, the quality of both the HLE and joint book
reading were related to the development of early literacy skills.
Bojczyk and colleagues (2016) investigated how the quality of mothers’ joint book
reading sessions was related to their preschool children’s vocabulary acquisition. The
researchers observed 62 mother-child dyads from rural Head Start programs during a reading
session and coded the interactions for quality. Mothers were interviewed to determine their
beliefs about different active and passive shared book reading strategies and their children’s
readiness to learn. Children were assessed on measures of receptive and expressive vocabulary.
Findings revealed a significant positive relationship between high-quality reading interactions
and children’s expressive, but not receptive, vocabulary. Mothers who believed their children
were not ready or moderately ready to learn to read were more likely to use active reading
strategies.
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Fathers
Salo et al. (2016) observed low-income Latino and African American father-child dyads
to determine if the fathers’ language use was different during shared reading and play. Similar to
findings by Hoff-Ginsberg (1991) with low-income mother-child dyads, Salo and colleagues
found fathers used more diverse vocabulary and asked more questions during book reading than
play. Further, fathers who asked more questions during reading had children with higher scores
on a standardized measure of vocabulary.
Also working with low-income African American and Hispanic fathers, Fagan and
colleagues (2015) recruited participants through the child’s Head Start programs. The
researchers observed the dyads during free play and “a more ‘academic-like’ situation” (Fagan et
al., 2015, p.5). Dyads were given farm toys for the free play interaction; they were given puzzles
and wordless picturebooks for the academic interaction. These observations were recorded at
the beginning and end of the school year. Both the father’s and child’s language during these
interactions were coded for mean turn length, mean length of utterance, and number of
different words. Fathers’ interactions were also rated for the quality of their control over their
children’s behavior using two items: (a) limits and consequences and (b) supportive directions.
Additionally, the researchers collected data from the Head Start center on the fathers’
involvement in the classrooms. Using telephone interviews, the researchers collected data from
the fathers on how often they engaged in reading and playing with their children at home during
the week. Fathers’ positive control behavior was negatively associated with children’s language
competence during play interactions, indicating fathers’ attempts to support their children may
have lessened the need for the children to talk. There was no relationship between fathers’
school involvement and children’s language. However, there was a significant positive
association between fathers’ reading and children’s language competence at the end of the
school year.
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Using all-male adult-child dyads, Pillinger and Wood (2013) compared the effects of
dialogic reading and joint book reading on 5- to 8-year-old boys’ emergent literacy. An
intervention developed by Whitehurst et al. (1988) uses dialogic reading to maximize the
benefits of picturebook reading with children. Parents who participated in the intervention
receive training on how to ask more higher order questions, provide more opportunities for
children to participate in the reading process, and respond appropriately to children’s attempts
to engage in dialogue about the book. This does not mean parents are not already providing
these types of interactions. Dialogic reading is simply a more systemized approach, whereas
joint book reading is conducted without formal training.
For Pillinger and Wood’s (2013) study of dialogic versus joint book reading, the
requirements for the adult participant were a male relative or friend living in the home. More
specific information about the relationship to the child was not provided. Contrary to the
researchers’ predictions, dialogic reading did not produce significantly more growth. Receptive
vocabulary and fluency increased for both groups over the six-week period. Both groups’
increase seems to indicate reading with an adult male is beneficial to boys’ emergent literacy
growth regardless of style. However, there were no groups in which the children read with a
female adult for comparison. Without such information, the researchers’ assertion that reading
with male adults is more motivating to boys than reading with females cannot be supported.
Both Parents
Baker (2013) analyzed data from the ECLS-B to investigate the effect of having both a
father and a mother involved in home literacy activities on the development of the child’s
cognitive and social-emotional development. The ECLS-B defines home literacy involvement as
reading books, telling stories, and singing songs. Baker’s analysis of children born to African
American and Caucasian fathers showed a positive relationship between mothers’ and fathers’
home literacy involvement at age two and children’s social-emotional, reading, and math
abilities in preschool.
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Also using data from the ECLS-B, Sims and Coley (2016) compared the contributions of
White, Mexican, and Chinese mothers and fathers to their children’s English language and
literacy abilities at age 5. The researchers only included families where both parents resided in
the household. Families were classified into groups based on the self-reported primary home
language: (a) English-speaking White, (b) English-speaking Mexican, (c) Spanish-speaking
Mexican, (d) English-speaking Chinese, and (e) Chinese-speaking Chinese. Mothers from the
English-speaking groups reported more singing than the others. English-speaking White and
Chinese mothers reported more frequent book reading. Spanish-speaking Mexican and Englishspeaking Chinese fathers reported singing most frequently. English-speaking Chinese fathers
reported the highest levels of book reading followed by English-speaking White fathers. These
findings are noteworthy because greater exposure to maternal singing and book reading was
associated with higher expressive vocabulary in children. Both maternal and paternal book
reading were associated with greater kindergarten reading scores. Given the increasing
population of non-English-speaking households in the U.S., further research into how linguistic
differences influence fathers’ and mothers’ participation in joint book reading is warranted.
Foster and colleagues (2016) investigated how fathers’ and mothers’ HLE practices
influenced their preschool children’s academic development. Parents (581 mothers and 379
fathers) completed an HLE questionnaire which asked how often parents engaged in different
literacy and math teaching activities. Children were tested for decoding ability, letter knowledge,
and mathematical skills at their schools. Findings revealed both mothers and fathers make
valuable contributions to their children’s academic development. When the mother had less
than a bachelor’s degree, the father’s engagement in HLE activities predicted children’s
academic abilities. However, the fathers’ participation was not significant for families where
mothers had higher levels of education.
In a longitudinal study of families with children enrolled in Early Head Start programs,
Duursma (2014) compared the effect of paternal and maternal reading on children’s language
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development. Fathers and mothers were asked how frequently they read to their children when
they were 14-, 24-, and 36-months-old and at age five. Children were assessed on cognitive
development, vocabulary, story comprehension, and concepts of print. Maternal book reading
was found to predict children’s cognitive skills at 36-months. Paternal book reading was a
significant predictor of cognitive skills, vocabulary, and concepts of print across ages. Children
whose fathers had higher education levels scored higher on all measures than children whose
fathers had lower levels of education. Also, children whose fathers spoke English had better
vocabulary scores.
The Family Life Project (FLP) was a longitudinal study that examined “families who lived
in two of the four major geographical regions of the U. S. with the highest child poverty rates”
(Pancsofar et al., 2010, p. 455). The project included 1,292 children and their families. The
researchers made three home visits when children were 6- to 36-months-old. During these
visits, parents were observed interacting with their children and the children were assessed on
language ability. At each of the visits, parents were asked to engage their children with a
wordless picturebook. Parents’ language during book sharing was analyzed for: (a) the number
of different words, (b) mean length of utterance, and (c) wh- questions. When the children
entered kindergarten, they were assessed on vocabulary, letter and word identification, and
math skills. Three studies (Baker & Vernon-Feagans, 2015; Pancsofar et al., 2010; Reynolds et
al., 2019) have reported on data from this study regarding fathers’ language input and its
connection to their children’s academic achievement. To compare paternal and maternal input,
these studies only included the children who lived in the same two-parent household for the
duration of the study. This left a sample of 567 children from two-parent households living in
high-poverty rural areas.
First, Pancsofar and colleagues (2010) examined how fathers’ education and vocabulary
influenced their booksharing when the children were 6-months-old and how that was related to
children’s later language ability. After controlling for family demographics, child characteristics,
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and mothers’ input, fathers’ education and vocabulary were associated with more advanced
vocabulary in their children. Next, Baker and Vernon-Feagans (2015) investigated if mothers’
and fathers’ separate language input during booksharing could predict their children’s
kindergarten literacy skills. They found the mothers’ mean length of utterance predicted their
children’s ability to solve mathematical word problems in kindergarten. However, the fathers’
language input predicted the children’s problem-solving skills and vocabulary after controlling
for the mothers’ input. Lastly, the focus of Reynolds et al.’s (2019) analysis was how the unique
features of mothers’ and fathers’ language input from 6- to 36-months contributed to
kindergarten achievement. They found mothers’ and fathers’ mean length of utterances and use
of wh- questions were separately associated with children’s vocabulary scores. Mothers’ mean
length of utterance was linked to children’s math skills, while fathers’ use of wh- questions was
associated with math ability.
Gaps in the Literature
As demonstrated in this chapter, views on how young children develop literacy have
shifted significantly over the past century. Researchers now understand there is no need to wait
for children to mature or be made ready to learn literacy from a teacher in a formal educational
setting. Rather children acquire foundational emergent literacy behaviors through organic
interactions with people and objects in their environments from infancy. Given the central role
parents play in young children’s lives, the primary responsibility for shaping literacy experiences
lies with them, not teachers. Many sociocultural factors influence whether these early literacy
experiences will prepare children to acquire school-based literacies successfully. For parents
seeking to promote such literacy behaviors in their children, joint book reading is one of the
most commonly recommended methods. A large number of studies have shown the
effectiveness of reading aloud with children (Carroll et al., 2019; Hindman et al., 2014; Inoue et
al., 2018; Kim et al., 2015). While fathers’ participation in childrearing is increasing, there is
little research to demonstrate their importance to their children’s literacy development.
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However, the limited body of research on fathers reading to their children suggests they can
make significant and distinct contributions (Baker & Vernon-Feagans, 2015; Duursma, 2014;
Sims & Coley, 2016). Therefore, this study seeks to help fill the gap in the research on joint book
reading by comparing preschool and kindergarten children’s emergent literacy growth when
reading with fathers, mothers, or both parents.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHOD
As previously discussed, societal changes over the past century have led to an increase in
fathers sharing or taking on the responsibility of caring for their young children (Banchefsky &
Park, 2016; Bauman & Wasserman, 2010; Jethwani et al. 2014). Although researchers have
spent decades documenting mothers’ influence on early literacy development, fathers’
contributions have just recently been a focus of investigation (Baker, 2013; Baker & VernonFeagans, 2015). Hence, this study serves as a starting point for examining fathers’ roles in early
literacy development by addressing the following research questions:
1. What emergent literacy behaviors do children gain when engaging in joint book
reading with the following family members: (a) fathers only, (b) mothers only, or (c)
both parents reading an equal number of times?
2. Do children in the fathers only group make greater, equal, or fewer gains in (a)
vocabulary, (b) phonological and alphabet knowledge, and (c) concepts of print than
those in the mothers only group?
3. When reading with different family members, who contributes to the most gains in
children’s emergent literacy behaviors: (a) fathers only, (b) mothers only, or (c) both
parents reading an equal number of times?
This chapter describes how these questions were approached through the study design,
participants, measurement instruments, data collection process, and analytical procedures.
Additionally, an explanation is provided of limitations that arose due to the COVID-19
pandemic.
Research Design
The purpose of this study was to explore the impact of fathers’ joint book reading on
their children’s development of emergent literacy behaviors. Previous joint book reading
research demonstrated children make gains when reading with mothers and emerging research
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shows fathers’ involvement in literacy activities can benefit their children (Baker, 2013; Baker &
Vernon-Feagans, 2015; Bingham, 2007; Bus & van Ijzendoorn, 1995; Roberts et al., 2005; Salo
et al., 2016). Based on the extant research, I hypothesized that when fathers engaged in joint
book reading with their children, they would make distinct contributions to their children’s
emergent literacy growth that is complementary to mothers’ contributions. According to Hoy
and Adams (2016), quantitative research is “concerned with the development and testing of
hypotheses and the generation of models and theories that explain behavior” (p. 1). To test this
hypothesis with a moderate sample of families, a quantitative methodology was used.
Participants
The target age group of children recruited for this study was determined based on the
emergent literacy behaviors being assessed. According to Paris (2005), the skills that are
foundational to reading development, defined in this study as emergent literacy behaviors, can
be placed upon a continuum of constrained to unconstrained. Alphabet knowledge and concepts
of print are highly constrained. Alphabet knowledge is constrained by the number of elements to
be acquired; there are a fixed amount of letter names and sounds to learn. Concepts of print are
constrained by importance. While there are some genre-specific concepts of which even adults
are unaware, the print concepts necessary for early reading acquisition are finite. These highly
constrained skills are mostly acquired between 3- and 5-years-old (Paris, 2011). Paris (2005)
further explains phonological awareness is less constrained, as English has many phonological
rules. However, understanding irregular and infrequent phonological patterns are not necessary
for children to become proficient early readers. Therefore, phonological awareness can be
considered a constrained ability that most children master by 7- or 8-years-old. Vocabulary is
unconstrained, continuing to develop throughout a person’s lifetime.
As three of the four emergent literacy behaviors measured in this study are constrained
and typically develop between the ages of 3 and 7, this study included families with children in
preschool and kindergarten. Using G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2009), a power analysis was
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conducted using a one-tailed t test with matched pairs to determine the minimum number of
participants needed. According to Cohen (1992), alpha level is generally set to .05 and statistical
power is .80. With an alpha level of .05, it was therefore determined a minimum of 156 families
must be recruited for the study.
Recruitment
Families were recruited through one daycare program and ten public schools in three
neighboring rural districts in the Southeastern United States. Teachers sent recruitment flyers
home with children enrolled in preschool and kindergarten classes. Parents interested in
participating in the study completed and returned the flyer’s bottom portion to their child’s
center/school. Initially, parents of 244 children expressed interest. Parent permission forms
explaining the study in more detail and requesting parents’ consent to test their children were
sent through the teachers to parents who returned the flyer. Of those that expressed interest,
184 returned permission forms. During the data collection period, three students withdrew from
school, leaving 181 children participating in the study.
Eligibility
Only families where a mother and/or father was willing to participate were included in
the study. As defined previously, for the purposes of this study, mother is used to refer to a
female caregiver including biological or adoptive mother, stepmother, or legal guardian. Father
is used to refer to a male caregiver, including biological or adoptive father, stepfather, or legal
guardian. Noncustodial grandparents and other family members are outside the scope of this
study. Additionally, the child must have been enrolled in one of the cooperating 11
centers/schools. Children receiving special education services were allowed to participate as
long as their exceptionality did not prohibit them from seeing and verbally responding to the
testing measures.
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Cohort and Group Assignment
The pre- and post-testing measures are designed to be administered individually. Each
administration took between 15-30 minutes. Given the constraints of the school day schedule
and holidays, it took 14 weeks to pre-test all children in the study. To prevent an over threemonth gap between pretesting and treatment for some participants, families were assigned to
one of three cohorts (see Table 3.2). Assignment to cohorts was based on the center/school the
child attended and the child’s grade. As three of the four emergent literacy behaviors measured
in this study were constrained abilities, there was a concern that children’s development and
schooling would pose a threat to internal validity. To address this threat, older children were
placed in the first cohort whenever possible. There were 62 parent-child dyads or triads in
Cohort One, 59 in Cohort Two, and 60 in Cohort Three. Once all children in a cohort were
pretested, they began the intervention while testing for the next cohort began (see Table 3.1).
Table 3.1
Data Collection Schedule
Cohorts

Weeks of the study
Pretesting

Intervention

Post-Testing

Cohort One

1-4

5-12

15-18

Cohort Two

5&7

8-15

18-20

Cohort Three

12-14

15-22

23-24

Note. Nonconsecutive weeks are a result of school holidays.

Within each cohort, purposeful assignment was used to place families in groups (see
Table 3.2). In an effort to prevent selection bias, random assignment was used when possible.
However, if only one parent agreed to participate, the family was automatically placed in that
parent gender group. For example, when a single mother consented to be in the study, the
family was placed in Group Two (the mothers only group). When both parents were willing to
participate, they were randomly assigned to any of the three groups as needed so that each
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group had as close to an equal number of participants as possible. As more mothers than fathers
were willing to participate, Group Two was larger than the others. Overall, there were 55 parentchild dyads or triads in Group One, 71 in Group Two, and 55 in Group Three.
Table 3.2
Participant Cohort and Group Assignment
Groups

Cohort One

Cohort Two

Cohort Three

Total

Group One

18

16

21

55

Group Two

26

27

18

71

Group Three

18

16

21

55

Total

62

59

60

181

Note. Figures represent number of parent-child dyads or triads, not individual participants.

Data Collection
To address the three research questions, children were given one-on-one pre- and posttest measures at their centers/schools. As this study is meant to extend the existing base of
knowledge on joint book reading, standardized assessments were used to measure the same
emergent literacy behaviors a majority of previous studies examined: vocabulary, phonological
awareness, alphabet knowledge, and concepts of print (Bracken & Fischel, 2008; Bus et al.,
1995; Carroll et al., 2019). In between pre- and post-testing, parents were asked to read and
return reading logs for an 8-week period. Details of testing measures, intervention, and data
analysis are provided below.
Measures
At the beginning of the study, families who consented to participate were provided with a
questionnaire (see Appendix A). The questionnaire asked about demographic information and
the home literacy environment (HLE). Factors of the HLE relevant to this study are the amount
of texts to which children have access and the frequency with which parents engage children in
literacy activities. Understanding the HLEs of families involved in the study before the
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intervention provided valuable insights while interpreting the statistical analyses’ results. Out of
the 181 dyads/triads, 100 returned the HLE questionnaire.
Two standardized assessments, The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, 5th Edition
(PPVT-5; Dunn, 2019) and the Test of Early Reading Ability, 4th Edition (TERA-4; Reid et al.,
2018), were used as the pre- and post-test measures of vocabulary, phonological and alphabet
knowledge, and concepts of print. Children were given alternate forms of the pre- and post-test
assessments to address threats to validity due to instrumentation and testing.
Linguistic and literacy research generally classify vocabulary as either receptive or
expressive. According to the Encyclopedia of Child Behavior and Development:
Receptive vocabulary refers to all the words that can be understood by a person,
including spoken, written, or manually signed words. In contrast, expressive vocabulary
refers to words that a person can express or produce, for example, by speaking or
writing. In general, receptive vocabulary appears to develop before expressive vocabulary
over the course of early language development, and receptive vocabulary is generally
larger than expressive vocabulary. (Burger & Chong, 2011, p. 122)
Children begin to develop their receptive language abilities in their first year of life through
everyday interactions with caregivers (Grow & LeBlanc, 2013). Months before infants can
produce words, they demonstrate their understanding of others’ language input by nonverbal
means, such as pointing or bringing a requested object. Yet, to have expressive mastery of a
word, children need many interactions with it in multiple contexts (Kame’enui & Baumann,
2012).
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Figure 3.1
Sample Stimulus Page from the PPVT-5

Note. Image copyright Pearson Education, Inc.

As the early childhood years are a period of rapid receptive language growth, a receptive
vocabulary test is more appropriate for the participants in this study. The PPVT-5 (Dunn, 2019)
was used because it measures receptive vocabulary. The print version of the assessment (used in
this study) has a stimulus book with a four-picture array on each page (see Figure 3.1). To
administer the assessment, the child is shown one page at a time, given a target word, and asked
to select the picture that they believe matches the word. The child may respond by pointing or
saying the number that corresponds to their chosen response. For example, in Figure 3.1, the
target word is eating. The test administrator says, “Which one is eating?” To answer correctly,

52

the child points to the picture labeled with the numeral one. The test administrator continues
until the child reaches the ceiling, providing six consecutive incorrect responses. This measures
receptive vocabulary because the child identifies the target word but does not have to produce it.
The PPVT-5 was selected for this study, because it is a norm-referenced test commonly used by
researchers and practitioners in education and linguistics. For the age groups tested in this
study, reliability of test scores of the PPVT-5 ranges from .97 to .98, alternate form reliability is
.81, and test-retest reliability is .89.
As defined in Chapter One, phonological awareness is the understanding of the sound
structure of words. Children can demonstrate this understanding by manipulating the different
parts of words, including syllables, onsets and rimes, and individual phonemes (Gillon, 2018).
Alphabet knowledge consists of two parts, letter-name and letter-sound knowledge (Piasta et al.,
2016). Children display mastery of letter-name knowledge by correctly identifying the 26 letters
of the English alphabet in upper- and lowercase forms and in a variety of fonts. Letter-sound
knowledge is exhibited by producing the corresponding sound(s) when presented with an
alphabet letter. Phonological awareness and alphabet knowledge are distinct emergent literacy
behaviors. However, mastery of both is necessary to become a conventional reader. Readers
must recognize letters and their sounds, blend these together, and apply their phonological
knowledge to decode written words.
Due to their interrelated nature, phonological and alphabet knowledge were assessed in
this study by one measure, the TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest (Reid et al., 2018). When
administering the TERA-4, the tester presents the child with a stimulus page and asks the
corresponding question from the scoresheet. Tasks in the Alphabet Subtest require children to
identify the beginning and ending sounds of words, distinguish letters from numbers, name
letters, and produce letter sounds. Additionally, children are asked to decode simple, regular
words and identify some common sight words. Administration of the subtest stops when the
child reaches the ceiling, three consecutive incorrect responses.
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Figure 3.2
Emergent Reader from TERA-4 Conventions Subtest

Note. Image copyright Western Psychological Services (WPS).

An understanding of concepts of print allows a person to retrieve meaning from written
language. These concepts include how books are created and organized to convey a message
(Clay, 1991). Children show their understanding of print concepts when they properly handle a
book and can identify important text features. In this study, the TERA-4 Conventions Subtest
was used to measure concepts of print. One portion of the subtest presented the child with
stimulus pages which included tasks requiring children to distinguish print from pictures,
identify different types of print, interpret symbols, explain the purpose of punctuation marks,
and read environmental print. Like the Alphabet Subtest, administration of this portion of the
Conventions Subtest ended after three consecutive incorrect responses. In the other portion of
the subtest, children were presented with an emergent reader (see Figure 3.2). The test
administrator asked the child to pick up the book and respond to a series of 14 questions
evaluating the child’s understanding of various print concepts: (a) front and back cover, (b)
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location of title and author’s name, (c) left to right, top to bottom directionality, (d) return
sweep, (e) page numbers, (f) capitalization, and (g) punctuation. For this portion of the test,
there is no basal or ceiling. Children ages 4 to 6 are administered all 14 questions, regardless of
the number of correct or incorrect responses.
The TERA-4 was selected to assess the constrained abilities measured in this study,
because it is a well-established nationally normed test of foundational literacy behaviors. With
each new edition, the TERA creators made revisions based on the reviews of experts in the field
and changes in US student populations. Therefore, it can be considered a reliable measure of
early reading abilities (Reid et al., 2018). Reliability coefficient alphas for the all TERA-4
subtests range from .88 to .97 and is .98 for the composite. Further, the TERA-4 was selected
because each subtest can be administered independently to provide data on the child’s mastery
of a specific emergent literacy behavior.
Intervention
In Group One, only the fathers were asked to read to their children for the study’s
duration. The results of the emergent literacy tests for Group One were used to address the first
research question, what emergent literacy behaviors do fathers promote during joint book
reading? For Group Two, only mothers engaged in joint book reading with the children. The
results of children in Group Two were compared with those in Group One to answer the second
research question, what are the similarities and differences between mothers and fathers?
Both mothers and fathers in Group Three were asked to read with their children. The children’s
results from all three groups were compared to answer the final research question, do children
gain more emergent literacy behaviors with mothers, fathers, or both parents?
Allington et al. (2010) claimed one of the most crucial factors in children’s literacy
learning is access to a large number of engaging books in the home. For this reason, book boxes
were provided at each center/school for parents or children to check out books daily to read at
home. Every box contained a unique selection of diverse picturebooks. The intention was to
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rotate the boxes between the different centers/schools so that children would have access to new
books each week. However, the families expressed almost no interest in the book boxes. A letter
was sent home providing instructions for participating in the study. Parents were informed in
the letter and reminded through a messaging app that books were available. Yet, only three out
of the 181 dyads/triads borrowed books. Parents were also given the option to use books from
their personal collections or library visits.
Frequent joint book reading gives children more opportunities to increase their
emergent literacy behaviors. Therefore, parents in each group were asked to read picturebooks
with their children five times a week for an eight-week period. Mothers and fathers in Group
Three were asked to read with their children 20 times each, for a total of 40 sessions. An
intervention time of eight weeks was selected to align with previous joint book reading studies.
In a meta-analysis, Law et al. (2018) found book reading interventions of ten weeks or less to be
more effective than those with a longer implementation period.
Another reason for the short treatment period was to address threats to internal validity.
Specifically, two threats relevant to this study were maturation and history. In quantitative
research, maturation “refers to the fact that people in any experiment grow older, or get more
experienced while you are trying to conduct an experiment” (Bernard, 2012, p. 96). In the
context of the present study, this is a particular concern for constrained skills like concepts of
print. History refers to any variable other than the treatment occurring between pre- and posttesting that could affect the results, such as a participating district instructing teachers to place
extra focus on phonological awareness instruction during the intervention period (Bernard,
2012). However, the short treatment period and the use of multiple treatment groups limited
these threats. Given this intervention was a change from their normal behavior, there should not
be a concern that parents were altering their behavior due to their awareness they were
participants in a research study.
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On their cohort’s designated day, parents were asked to return a log of the number of
reading sessions and titles of books read to their children’s centers/schools (see Appendix B).
The log also had space at the bottom where parents could choose to provide details about the
week’s reading sessions. Remind (Remind101, 2018), an online communication platform, was
used to send text notifications to parents each week during the intervention period to prompt
them to submit the logs. The app was also used to answer individual questions and provide all
cohort members with other important information, such as the availability of book boxes and
changes to procedures for turning in logs if school holidays or activities necessitated them. For
each week that parents returned the log, they were given an incentive. Marinak and Gambrell
(2008) found children were more intrinsically motivated to read when given a literacy-related
reward than an unrelated token, such as a Nerf ball or friendship bracelet. For this reason,
incentives for this study were children’s books and other literacy-related educational activities
(see Appendix C).
Data Analysis
Children’s pre- and post-test scores on the PPVT-5 and TERA-4 were used to address all
research questions. The subtests were used to measure the emergent literacy behaviors most
commonly examined in joint book reading research: (a) vocabulary (PPVT-5), (b) phonological
and alphabet knowledge (TERA-4 Alphabet subtest), and (c) concepts of print (TERA-4
Conventions subtest). Data were analyzed using SPSS Statistics (IBM SPSS Statistics, 2020,
Version 27.0).
Research question one asked what emergent literacy behaviors children gained when
reading with fathers only (Group One), mothers only (Group Two), and both parents (Group
Three). For each measure of emergent literacy, the pre- and post-test scores of children in each
group were compared using one-tailed paired t-tests. As each of these was treated as a separate
question, t-tests were used rather than ANOVA to determine the statistical significance of
changes for each measure of emergent literacy.
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The second research question asked whether children’s emergent literacy gains when
reading with fathers (Group One) were comparable to those reading with mothers (Group Two).
Using MANOVA, pre- to post-test changes in scores of Group One and Group Two on the PPVT5 and TERA-4 subtests were compared. MANOVA was selected for this research question,
because there are multiple dependent variables; the scores on the PPVT-5 and TERA-4 subtests,
that are correlated with one another. Then the univariate F tests were examined for each
measure of emergent literacy behaviors.
Research question three was answered by determining which treatment (fathers,
mothers, or both) produced the highest emergent literacy gains. For this question, a one-way
ANOVA was used to compare the composite mean scores on the PPVT-5 and TERA-4 subtests
for the children in the three different treatment groups. ANOVA was selected because the
composite means scores of the four measures of emergent literacy served as one dependent
variable. Group placement was classified as the independent variable with three levels.
Limitations
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, schools closed starting week 22 of the study (see Table
3.1) and did not reopen for the remainder of the schoolyear. At this point, the 121 dyads/triads
assigned to Cohorts One and Two had completed all testing and interventions. However, Cohort
Three had not completed the intervention and post-testing had not yet begun. Through Remind,
parents were asked to continue reading and send photographs or scans of their final two logs.
Yet, only nine families returned the seventh log and five returned the eighth.
When it became clear schools would not be opening in time to post-test in person,
attempts were made to arrange a time to test the children virtually. Messages were sent through
Remind, text, or email, depending on the communication information parents provided on the
initial interest flyers. Of the 60 parents from Cohort Three, 13 responded to arrange a time for
virtual testing. The testing was conducted using whichever platform the parent was most
comfortable with, FaceTime, Zoom, or Google Duo. Parents also selected the testing time most
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convenient for them. Times selected ranged from 10:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., with more selecting
afternoon and evening times.
Several issues arose during virtual testing which caused concerns about the validity of
the results. First, because the participants and the researcher are residents of rural areas, there
were connectivity issues. Some of the children were unfamiliar with video conferencing
technology. Even those who had used it before had not utilized it for academic purposes.
Although all children had interacted with the researcher in their schools for several weeks, it was
difficult to reestablish rapport virtually. In the virtual setting, it was also more difficult to keep
and redirect children’s attention than when conducting in person testing. Some parents
attempted to help with this, but provided too much prompting, invalidating the child’s response
to the item. There were also distractions from siblings. As many of the parents selected testing
times in the afternoon and evening, children were tired and less attentive. Finally, the testing
materials were designed for in-person administration. In a virtual setting, children were
required to use position words, ordinal numbers, and labels to respond in place of pointing but
often did not have the language to do so. Further, children sometimes had difficulty seeing
important details in the testing items, causing them to provide an incorrect response not
indicative of their true ability. All but one of those tested in Cohort Three had large decreases in
at least one of the tests as compared to their pre-test scores.
Due to the aforementioned issues, none of the qualitative or quantitative data of
participants from Cohort Three were used in the data analyses. Only the 122 children from
Cohorts One and Two were included. This is clearly less than the 156 participants needed for
statistical significance as determined by the power analysis. For this reason, no assumptions
about the effectiveness of the intervention can be made. With this stipulation, the following
chapter will present the findings using the available qualitative and quantitative data. First, the
chapter presents information reported by parents on the HLE Questionnaire, which was
collected to aid in interpreting the statistical analyses. The chapter will then address the
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research questions using scores from children in the three treatment groups that were posttested before the school closures.
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CHAPTER FOUR
FINDINGS
The purpose of this study was to contribute to the body of joint book reading research.
Specifically, this study sought to address a gap in the research by investigating the distinct
contributions fathers make to their children’s emergent literacy behaviors and if both parents
equally engaging their children in joint book reading makes a significant difference in their
literacy development. To meet these objectives, the following research questions guided this
study:
1. What emergent literacy behaviors do children gain when engaging in joint book
reading with the following family members: (a) fathers only, (b) mothers only, or (c)
both parents reading an equal number of times?
2. Do children in the fathers only group make greater, equal, or fewer gains in (a)
vocabulary, (b) phonological and alphabet knowledge, and (c) concepts of print than
those in the mothers only group?
3. When reading with different family members, who contributes to the most gains in
children’s emergent literacy behaviors: (a) fathers only, (b) mothers only, or (c) both
parents reading an equal number of times?
This chapter begins by describing the child participants in this study. The next section
discusses parents’ responses to the HLE Questionnaire and the percentage of weekly reading
logs returned. This qualitative information was collected to contextualize the findings of the
quantitative analysis. Therefore, this data is presented first. Then, the chapter concludes with
the statistical analyses and findings that address the three research questions.
Participants
As detailed in the previous chapter, participants were assigned to one of three cohorts in
order to test them in a timely manner. Cohort assignment was based on the school/center in
which the child was enrolled. Within each cohort, families were assigned to one of three

61

treatment groups: (a) fathers only (Group One), (b) mothers only (Group Two), or (c) both
parents reading equally (Group Three). Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, schools closed before
the children in Cohort Three were scheduled to be post-tested. For this reason, none of the data
from families in Cohort Three were included in this chapter. Families from each of the three
groups in Cohorts One and Two were combined for analysis. The qualitative and quantitative
findings are presented in this chapter.
At the time of pretesting, the children’s ages were recorded (see Table 4.1). Group One
had 34 children: three 4-year-olds, 23 5-year-olds, six 6-year-olds, and two 7-year-olds. Group
Two contained 53 children: five 3-year-olds, 11 four-year-olds, 25 five-year-olds, nine 6-yearolds, and three 7-year-olds. Group Two was the only group with 3-year-old participants. As the
TERA-4 was not normed for children under age four, the 3-year-olds were not included in the
analysis for phonological knowledge, alphabet knowledge and concepts of print. With the
exclusion of the 3-year-olds, there were a total of 48 children in Group Two assessed with the
Alphabet and Conventions Subtests of the TERA-4. In Group Three, there were a total of 34
children: five 4-year-olds, 22 5-year-olds, and seven 6-year-olds.
Table 4.1
Number of Child Participants by Age and Group Assignment
Child Age Group One Group Two Group Three
3

0

5

0

4

3

11

5

5

23

25

22

6

6

9

7

7

2

3

0

Total

34

53

34

Note. Age was recorded at time of pretesting.
As discussed in chapter three, vocabulary knowledge, an unconstrained ability, grows
over a lifetime, but more constrained abilities typically develop within a set time frame. A
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constrained ability is one that can be mastered relatively quickly and is useful in limited
applications (Paris, 2005). The constrained abilities measured in this study are phonological
awareness, alphabet knowledge, and concepts of print. Due to their constrained nature, many
children have already mastered these abilities by ages 6 or 7. Originally, one intent of this study
was to examine the pretest scores of children in different age groups to determine if they had
already mastered these constrained emergent literacy abilities. If this were the case, it would
explain why the older children did not make significant gains compared to the younger age
groups. With the reduction in participants caused by the exclusion of Cohort Three, there were
not enough participants in each age group to make such comparisons.
Parent Measures
As described in the previous chapter, parents were asked to return an HLE questionnaire
(see Appendix A) within the first week of beginning the intervention. For families assigned to
Group One, fathers were asked to complete the questionnaire, and mothers were asked to
complete it in Group Two. If the family was assigned to Group Three, both parents were
provided with surveys to respond to separately. Additionally, parents were asked to record each
reading session on the Family Reading Log (see Appendix B) and return it each week of the
intervention to their children’s schools.
HLE Questionnaires
For Cohorts One and Two, 70 total questionnaires were returned from 66 families.
Although only fathers in Group One were asked to complete the questionnaire, one family did
return completed questionnaires from both parents, and two additional mothers responded
instead of fathers. Also, in one family, the biological mother and stepfather shared custody
equally with the biological father. Therefore, both fathers read to the child and each completed a
questionnaire. In total, there were 22 questionnaires from 20 families returned for Group One,
with 19 completed by fathers, three by mothers, and 1 did not indicate gender. Twenty-eight
mothers in Group Two returned questionnaires. However, one mother only provided
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demographic information. For this reason, 27 questionnaires were used to provide information
on number of books in the home, frequency of HLE activities, and ways in which books are
acquired in the home. Despite requests for both parents in Group Three to complete
questionnaires, only one family did so, resulting in a total of 20 questionnaires being returned
from 19 families. Of the 20 respondents, five were fathers, 13 were mothers, and two did not
indicate gender.
Due to the unequal number of respondents from each group and to facilitate
comparisons, responses will be discussed by percentage of respondents rather than number. It is
important to note that, because not all parents in the study completed and returned the
questionnaires, responses cannot be generalized to all members of their respective groups.
Therefore, the results only pertain to members of each group that returned a questionnaire.
Family Demographic Information
Parents were asked to provide demographic information about themselves and their
households that potentially influence the quality of the HLE, overall, and joint book reading,
specifically. This information included parent age, parent’s highest level of educational
attainment, and household income. Parents were also asked to describe the household
composition: (a) single-parent home, (b) both biological or adoptive parents live in the home
(henceforth referred to as both parents), (c) a biological or adoptive and a step-parent live in the
home (henceforth referred to as parent and stepparent), or (d) other, with a space provided for
an explanation (includes custodial grandparents, aunts and uncles, etc.). Responses to the
demographic questions (see Table 4.2) are discussed below.
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Table 4.2
Family Demographic Information Reported by Percentage and Group
Demographic

Group One Group Two Group Three

Parent Age
18-22

0%

4%

0%

23-27

9%

21%

15%

28-32

18%

18%

30%

33-37

27%

32%

20%

38-42

36%

18%

15%

43-47

9%

0%

15%

48-52

0%

4%

5%

53 or over

0%

11%

0%

4%

10%

High School Diploma/GED 36%

29%

15%

Some College

14%

32%

30%

Associate Degree

9%

0%

25%

Vocational Degree

5%

11%

10%

Bachelor’s Degree

14%

11%

10%

Master’s Degree

14%

14%

0%

Doctoral Degree

5%

0%

0%

$24,999 or less

0%

46%

20%

$25,000-$49,999

27%

25%

15%

$50,000-$74,999

18%

0%

30%

$75,000-$99,999

14%

7%

15%

$100,000 or more

23%

4%

5%

Prefer Not to Answer

18%

18%

15%

Single Parent

0%

43%

5%

Both Parents

86%

25%

80%

Parent and Stepparent

9%

7%

15%

Other

5%

25%

0%

Highest Level of Parent Education
Some High School

5%

Household Income

Household Composition

Note. Percentages rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Parent Age. There were notable differences in the ages of respondents from each
group. Group Two, mothers only, had the largest age span and a majority of mothers falling
between 23- and 42-years-old. None of the respondents from Groups One and Three fell into the
youngest or oldest categories. A majority of respondents from Group One, fathers only, were
slightly older, between 28- and 42-years-old, with the largest percentage in the 38 to 42
category. Most respondents from Group Three, both parents, were more evenly distributed
between the ages of 23- and 47- years old, with a small majority in the 28-32 category.
Parent Education. There were significant differences in parents’ highest level of
education between groups. Group Three had double the percentage of respondents that did not
complete high school, 10%, compared to Groups One and Two, 5% and 4%, respectively.
However, more respondents in Group Three had some college (30%) or an associate degree
(25%) than Group One (14% and 9%, respectively). Out of all the respondents from Group One,
the largest percentage, 36%, had a high school diploma or GED. Yet, Group One had the largest
percentage of bachelor’s degrees (14%) compared to Groups Two (11%) and Three (10%). None
of the respondents had advanced degrees in Group Three, but 19% of parents in Group One and
14% of mothers in Group Two had either a master’s or doctoral degree.
Household Income. Overall, respondents in Group One had higher household
incomes than the other two groups. None of the respondents in Group One made below $25,000
per year and 55% made $50,000 or more. Yet, most respondents in Group Two (71%) made
below $50,000 per year, while only 11% made above $50,000. Group Three had a more even
distribution than the other two groups with 35% earning below $25,000 per year and 50%
earning above $50,000. In each group, an approximately even percentage of respondents, 18%
for Group One, 18% for Group Two, and 15% for Group Three, declined to provide income
information.
Household Composition. In Group One, none of the respondents stated they were in
single-parent homes and only 5% of the respondents in Group Three reported being single.
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However, 43% of respondents in Group Two were the head of single-parent homes. The large
majority of respondents in Groups One and Three, 86% and 80%, respectively, had both parents
living in the home. Group Three had a larger percentage (15%) of parent and stepparent
arrangements than Groups One (9%) and Two (7%). While nontraditional household
compositions were uncommon for Group One (5%) and nonexistent for Group Three, 25% of
respondents in Group Two selected the “other” household composition category. Some of the
descriptions of the “other” household makeups include multigenerational living and extended
family members with legal guardianship of the child.
Books in the Home
After demographic information, parents were asked to estimate the number of adult and
children’s books in the home (see Table 4.3). What constituted books was not defined in the
questionnaire (see Appendix A) but was left to the respondent to determine. Additional
questions were used to determine how parents acquire the books in their homes (see Table 4.4).
Parents were asked how frequently they visited the library with their child. Also, they were
questioned about how often they visited bookstores and shopped for books online.
Adult Books. All groups had more extensive collections of children’s books than adult
books, but Group One had larger adult book collections than the other two groups. The vast
majority of respondents had less than 60 adult books (73% for Group One, 86% for Group Two,
and 90% for Group Three). All respondents in Groups One and Three had at least one adult
book in the home, while 15% of Group Two reported having none. None of the respondents in
Groups Two or Three had more than 119 adult books in the house; more than one-quarter (29%)
of respondents in Group One had 140 or more.
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Table 4.3
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Number of Books in the Home by Group
Number of Books Group One Group Two Group Three
Adult Books
0

0%

15%

0%

1-19

32%

41%

40%

20-39

18%

19%

25%

40-59

14%

11%

25%

60-79

9%

7%

0%

80-99

0%

4%

0%

100-119

0%

4%

10%

120-139

0%

0%

0%

140-159

5%

0%

0%

160-179

0%

0%

0%

180-199

9%

0%

0%

200 or more

14%

0%

0%

1-19

0%

22%

10%

20-39

9%

33%

25%

40-59

14%

7%

15%

60-79

18%

15%

15%

80-99

5%

4%

5%

100-119

18%

4%

5%

120-139

9%

0%

10%

140-159

0%

4%

0%

160-179

0%

0%

0%

180-199

5%

0%

5%

200 or more

23%

11%

10%

Children’s Books

Note. Percentages rounded to the nearest whole number.

Children’s Books. Unlike adult books, all respondents reported having at least one
children’s book in their home. As with adult books, respondents from Group One had more

68

children’s books than the other groups. More than half of the respondents in Group One (55%)
had between 40 and 79 children’s books. Fifty-five percent of respondents in Group Two only
had between 1 and 39 children’s books, and 55% of Group Three had between 20 and 79
children’s books. Twenty-three percent of respondents in Group One had 200 or more children’s
books, which is more than twice the percentages of Groups Two and Three, 11% and 10%,
respectively, that had a large collection.
Book Acquisition Activities. Despite some respondents reporting high numbers of
books in the home, most did not visit the library or shop for books regularly. Over half of
respondents in all groups (55% for Group One, 56% for Group Two, and 55% for Group Three)
reported they never or rarely took their children to a library. Those that did take their children
to a library did not do so often, with approximately one-third of respondents in each group (27%
for Group One, 30% for Group Two, and 30% for Group Three) reporting visiting a few times a
year. Only 18% of respondents in Group One, 15% in Group Two, and 10% in Group Three
reported taking their children to the library regularly (monthly or weekly). However, this may
not mean the children are not going on library trips, as some respondents reported the other
parent or grandparent takes the children more frequently.
Table 4.4
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Frequency of Book Acquisition Activities by Group
Frequency of Activity

Library Visits

Bookstore Visits

Online Book Shopping

Group

Group

Group

One

Two

Three

One

55%

Two

Three

One

Two

Three

50% 48% 55%

32%

52%

20%

Never or Rarely

55% 56%

Few Times a Year

27% 30% 30%

45%

41%

45%

55%

7%

50%

Monthly

18%

11%

10%

5%

11%

0%

14%

37%

30%

Weekly

0%

4%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Daily

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

4%

0%

Note. Percentages rounded to the nearest whole number.
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As with library visits, around half of respondents (50% for Group One, 48% for Group
Two, and 55% for Group Three) reported never or rarely patronizing a bookstore and nearly as
many (45% for Group One, 41% for Group Two, and 45% for Group Three) report only going a
few times a year. More respondents in Group Two (11%) report visiting bookstores monthly than
those in Groups One (5%) and Three (0%). Online book shopping was slightly more common for
all groups than frequenting bookstores. However, a significant number of respondents (32% for
Group One, 52% for Group Two, and 20% for Group Three) reported never or rarely purchasing
books online; 55% in Group One and 50% in Group Three reported only shopping for books
online a few times per year. More participants in Groups Two (41%) and Three (30%) reported
regularly buying books online than those in Group One (14%). Although respondents in Group
One reported the largest numbers of both adult and children’s books in the home, few of them
reported visiting libraries and bookstores and shopping for books online. A father in Group One
indicated that although he did not purchase books often, his wife ordered them online every
month. As the respondents in Group One were primarily fathers, it is possible mothers and
other families are purchasing books for these children.
HLE Activities
Parents were also asked about the frequency they engaged in different literacy activities
in the home on the questionnaire. First, they were questioned about how often they read, not
including reading to their child but including reading for work (see Table 4.5). Then parents
were asked how often they engaged in three activities with their children: (a) reading a book to
their child, (b) telling stories to their child, not reading from a book, and (c) singing songs to or
with their child (see Table 4.6). Throughout this chapter, the activity of reading a book to their
child will be referred to as joint book reading, telling stories to their child will be called oral
storytelling, and singing songs to or with their child will be abbreviated to singing.
Adult Reading Frequency. A majority of respondents in all groups reported
frequently reading, with 64% of respondents in Group One, 45% in Group Two, and 50% of
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Group Three reporting reading without their child daily or multiple times per day. Another 18%
in Group One, 38% in Group Two, and 40% in Group Three claimed to read regularly, weekly or
monthly. Less than one-fourth of respondents (18% in Group One, 19% in Group Two, and 10%
in Group Three) only read sparingly, a few times a year or never or rarely.
Table 4.5
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Frequency of Adult Reading by Group
Frequency of Adult Reading

Group
One

Two

Three

Never or Rarely

0%

15%

10%

Few Times a Year

18%

4%

0%

Monthly

0%

4%

20%

Weekly

18%

34% 20%

Daily

50% 34% 30%

Multiple Times a Day

14%

11%

20%

Note. Percentages rounded to the nearest whole number.

Frequency of Home Literacy Activities. Many of the studies of fathers’ influence on
children’s literacy development focus on three main activities: joint book reading, oral
storytelling, and singing (Baker, 2013; Sims and Coley, 2016). The frequency of these activities is
often used as one measure for the quality of the HLE. They contribute to many of children’s
emergent literacy behaviors including the ones measured in this study, vocabulary, phonological
and alphabet knowledge, and concepts of print. Understanding how frequently families were
engaging in these practices before the intervention could provide insight into the statistical
analyses results (see Table 4.6).
Frequency of Joint Book Reading. Most respondents in all groups stated they
participated in joint book reading with their child regularly. None of the respondents in Groups
One and Three and only 7% in Group Two shared they never or rarely read with their child. Also,
none of Group Three, 9% in Group One, and 4% in Group Two reported reading only a few times
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a year. Overall, Group One read less than the other two groups. Sixty-three percent of Group
One read monthly or weekly, while 26% of Group Two and 45% of Group Three reported reading
regularly, but not daily. Group Two had the largest percentage of respondents (63%) that read
daily or multiple times a day, followed by Group Three (55%). Only twenty-seven percent of
Group One reported reading daily.
Frequency of Oral Storytelling. For all groups, oral storytelling was not as common
as joint book reading or singing. Twenty-three percent of Group One, 11% of Group Two, and
20% of Group Three stated they told stories to their children never or rarely or a few times a
year. A majority of respondents in all groups, 54% in Group One, 69% in Group Two, and 65% in
Group Three, stated they shared oral stories regularly, monthly or weekly. Around one-fourth of
respondents in Groups One and Two, 23% and 30%, respectively, claim to engage in oral
storytelling at least once a day. Group Three respondents reported oral storytelling daily or
multiple times a day (15%) less often than the other two groups.
Table 4.6
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Frequency of Child HLE Activities by Group
Frequency of Activity

Joint Book Reading

Oral Storytelling

Singing

Group

Group

Group

One

Two

Three

One

Two

Three One

Two

Three

Never or Rarely

0%

7%

0%

0%

7%

5%

9%

0%

5%

Few Times a Year

9%

4%

0%

23% 4%

15%

0%

4%

0%

Monthly

18%

0%

0%

27%

26% 15%

0%

4%

5%

Weekly

45%

26%

45%

27%

33% 50%

32% 33%

Daily

27%

52%

45%

23% 26% 10%

45%

48% 45%

11%

10%

0%

14%

11%

Multiple Times a Day 0%

4%

5%

25%
20%

Note. Percentages rounded to the nearest whole number.

Frequency of Singing. Singing with children was a common activity for a large
majority of respondents in all groups. Only a small percentage in each group (9% in Group One,
4% in Group Two, 5% in Group) claimed singing was an infrequent activity in their homes.
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Around one-third of respondents (32% in Group One, 37% in Group Two, and 30% in Group
Three) in each group shared they sang with children often, weekly or monthly. Over half of
respondents in Groups One (59%), Two (59%), and Three (65%) reported singing with their
children was a daily occurrence.
Weekly Reading Logs
In addition to reporting HLE information, parents were asked to return weekly logs (see
Appendix B) of their reading sessions for the eight weeks of the intervention. Parents were sent
weekly reminders through the Remind app to send the logs to their children’s teacher. They also
had the option to share a photograph or scan of the log on the app or through email. On the
reading logs, parents were asked to record book titles, number of times each book was read, and
who read the book. These logs served as a method of checking the fidelity of implementation of
the intervention.
Table 4.7
Percentage of Weekly Reading Logs Returned by Group
Group

0-24%

25-49%

50-74%

75-100%

Number

Percentage

Number

Percentage

Number

Percentage

Number

Percentage

One

15

44.1%

1

3.0%

4

11.8%

14

41.2%

Two

24

45.3%

7

20.6%

7

13.2%

15

44.1%

Three

12

35.3%

7

20.6%

6

17.6%

9

26.5%

In Group One 15 families returned 0% to 24% of the logs, one family returned 25% to
49%, four families returned 50% to 74%, and 14 families returned 75% to 100%. For Group Two,
24 families returned 0% to 24% of the logs, seven families returned 25% to 49%, seven families
returned 50% to 74%, and 15 families returned 75% to 100%. In Group Three, 12 families
returned 0% to 24% of the logs, seven families returned 25% to 49%, six families returned 50%
to 74%, and nine families returned 75% to 100%. As there were more families in Group Two
than Groups One and Three, the raw number of families has been converted to the percentage of
group members (see Table 4.7). These numbers show around half of the participants in each
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group returned at least 50% of their reading logs. This may indicate the intervention was not
implemented with fidelity for all children, highlighting the importance of collecting qualitative
data in this study. Understanding the home literacy environment at the beginning of the
intervention and the rate with which parents returned reading logs helps explain the
quantitative data used to address the research questions presented in the following sections.
Research Question One
After the conclusion of the 8-week intervention, children were post-tested using three
measures of emergent literacy behaviors (PPVT-5, TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest, and TERA-4
Conventions Subtest). The PPVT-5 was used to measure receptive vocabulary. The TERA-4
Alphabet Subtest measured phonological and alphabet knowledge. The TERA-4 Conventions
Subtest was used to measure concepts of print. Pre- and post-test scores on these measures were
used to address the three research questions. This section presents data and results for research
question one, which asks: what emergent literacy behaviors did children in each treatment
group gain? To address this question, I compared pre- and post-test scores on the measures of
emergent literacy behaviors for each group.
Group One (Fathers)
Children assigned to Group One were supposed to read with their fathers at least five
times a week for eight weeks and were assessed for emergent literacy behaviors before and after
treatment. One-tailed paired t-tests were conducted to compare the pre- and post-test scores of
children reading with fathers (see Table 4.8). For the PPVT-5, there was a significant difference
in the pre- (M=103.24, SD=10.99) and post-test (M=106.82, SD=12.73) scores; t(33)=2.39,
p=0.02. There was a medium effect size (d=0.76) for PPVT-5 scores, falling just under Cohen’s
(1988) convention for a large effect (d=0.80). These results suggest that reading with fathers
leads to moderate growth of children’s receptive vocabularies. There was not a significant
difference in the pre- (M=9.18, SD=2.01) and post-test (M=9.32, SD=2.45) scores for the TERA4 Alphabet Subtest; t(33)=0.46, p=0.65. The effect size (d=0.41) for the Alphabet Subtest was
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above 0.20, indicating a small effect (Cohen, 1988). These findings indicate no significant
impact on children’s phonological and alphabet knowledge from reading with fathers. Still, there
was a small amount of growth from the pre- to post-tests. Also, there was no significant
difference in the pre- (M=9.12, SD=1.94) and post-test (M=9.32, SD=1.72) scores of the TERA-4
Conventions Subtest; t(33)=0.85, p=0.40. There was a small effect size (d=0.48) for the
Conventions Subtest. These results show no significant benefit to children’s understanding of
concepts of print from reading with their fathers, although there was a small increase from preto post-tests.
Table 4.8
Results of One-Tailed Paired t Tests Comparing Pre- and Post-Test Scores on Measures of
Emergent Literacy Behaviors for Group One
Measure

Pretest
M

PPVT-5

Post-Test

SD

M

t(33)

p

Cohen’s d

2.39

0.02

0.76

SD

103.24 10.99 106.82 12.73

TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest

9.18

2.01

9.32

2.45

0.46

0.65

0.41

TERA-4 Conventions Subtest

9.12

1.94

9.32

1.72

0.85

0.40

0.48

Group Two (Mothers)
In Group Two, mothers were assigned to read with their children at least five times a
week for eight weeks and the children were assessed for emergent literacy behaviors before and
after treatment. One-tailed paired t-tests were also used to compare their pre- and post-test
scores (see Table 4.9). There was no significant difference between the pre- (M=92.72,
SD=13.71) and post-test (M=94.85, SD=15.20) scores on the PPVT-5; t(52)1.86, p=0.07.
According to Cohen’s (1988) convention for a medium effect size (d=0.5), there was a medium
effect (d=0.53) for the PPVT-5. These results indicate that while reading with mothers did not
demonstrate significant benefits to children’s vocabulary development, there was a moderate
increase in scores from the pre- to post-test. For the TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest, there was also
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no significant difference in pre- (M=7.83, SD=2.62) and post-test (M=7.90, SD=2.98) scores;
t(47)=0.23, p=0.82. There was a small effect (d=0.32) for the Alphabet Subtest. Although
reading with mothers did not significantly impact children’s phonological and alphabet
knowledge, there was a small increase in their scores from the pre- to post-test. Additionally, no
significant difference was found on the pre- (M=7.88, SD=2.74) and post-test (M=8.21,
SD=2.50) scores of the TERA-4 Conventions Subtest; t(47)=1.74, p=0.09. For the Conventions
Subtest, there was a medium effect size (d=0.54). Despite the lack of a significant difference in
children’s scores on the Conventions Subtest, the effect size showed reading with mothers led to
a moderate increase in children’s understanding of concepts of print.
Table 4.9
Results of One-Tailed Paired t Tests Comparing Pre- and Post-Test Scores on Measures of
Emergent Literacy Behaviors for Group Two
Measure

Pretest
M

SD

Post-Test
M

t*

p

Cohen’s d

SD

PPVT-5

92.72 13.71 94.85 15.20

1.86

0.07

0.53

TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest

7.83

2.62

7.90

2.98

0.23

0.82

0.32

TERA-4 Conventions Subtest

7.88

2.74

8.21

2.50

1.74

0.09

0.54

Note. *For PPVT-5, t(52). For TERA-4 Subtests, t(47).

Group Three (Both Parents)
Parents in Group Three were expected to read with their children a minimum of 40
times, 20 times with fathers and 20 with mothers, over 8 weeks. The children were also assessed
before and after treatment. Pre- and post-test scores were compared using one-tailed paired ttests (see Table 4.10). For the PPVT-5, there was no significant difference between pre(M=99.76, SD=11.39) and post-test (M=100.74, S=13.31) scores; t(33)=0.74, p=0.46. There was
a small effect size (d=0.46) for the PPVT-5. These results indicate small but nonsignificant
changes in children’s receptive vocabulary after reading with both parents. There was no
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significant difference between pre- (M=8.79, SD=2.10) and post-test (M=8.32, SD=2.94) scores
on the TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest; t(33)=-1.21, p=0.24. Also, the effect size (d=0.13) was not
significant. These results suggest no improvements in children’s phonological and alphabet
knowledge after reading with both parents. Likewise, there was not a significant difference in
the pre- (M=8.71, SD=1.99) and post-test (M=8.62, SD=2.03) scores on the TERA-4
Conventions Subtest; t(33)=-0.33, p=0.75. The effect size for the Conventions Subtest was small
(d=0.28). The findings show a small negative, though nonsignificant, effect on children’s
understanding of concepts of print after reading with both parents.
Table 4.10
Results of One-Tailed Paired t Tests Comparing Pre- and Post-Test Scores on Measures of
Emergent Literacy Behaviors for Group Three
Measure

Pretest
M

Post-Test

SD

M

t(33)

p

Cohen’s d

SD

PPVT-5

99.76 11.39 100.74 13.31

0.74

0.46

0.46

TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest

8.79

2.10

8.32

2.94

-1.21

0.24

0.13

TERA-4 Conventions Subtest

8.71

1.99

8.62

2.03

-0.33

0.75

0.28

Research Question Two
In this section, I address research question two: does reading with fathers influence
children’s development of emergent literacy behaviors differently than reading with mothers?
To answer this question, I compared the changes in children’s scores from the pre- to post-tests
for Groups One and Two. A MANOVA examined the three measures of emergent literacy
behaviors (PPVT-5, TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest, and TERA-4 Conventions Subtest) as dependent
variables (DVs) and group assignment (fathers only or mothers only) as the independent
variable (IV).
The multivariate result showed there was not a statistically significant difference in the
children’s performance on the measures of emergent literacy between Groups One and Two,
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F(3, 78)=0.30, p=0.83; Wilk’s L=0.99, partial h2 =0.01. The univariate tests (see Table 4.11) also
showed no significant difference between groups for the PPVT-5, F(1)=0.70, p=0.41, the TERA4 Alphabet Subtest, F(1)=0.04, p=0.84, or the TERA-4 Conventions Subtest, F(1)=0.17, p=0.68.
These results indicate no significant benefit or deficit to children’s receptive vocabulary,
phonological and alphabet knowledge, or understanding of print concepts from reading with
fathers rather than mothers.
Table 4.11
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Comparing Influence of Reading with Fathers or Mothers on
Measures of Emergent Literacy Behaviors
Measure

F

df

p

PPVT-5

0.70

1

0.41

TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest

0.04

1

0.84

TERA-4 Conventions Subtest

0.17

1

0.68

Research Question Three
This section presents data and analyses to answer research question three, which is
concerned with: which reading group (fathers, mothers, or both parents) had the greatest
gains in emergent literacy behaviors? In response to this question, I first calculated the mean
changes in scores from pre- to post-tests for each group (see Table 4.12). Then, a one-way
ANOVA compared the effect of group assignment on children’s scores on three measures of
emergent literacy behaviors (see Table 8). An analysis of variance showed that group assignment
did not have a significant effect on changes in scores on the PPVT-5, F(2, 118)=0.86, p=0.43,
TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest, F(2, 113)=0.97, p=0.38, or TERA-4 Conventions Subtest, F(2,
113)=0.88, p=0.42. These results indicate that children did not have significant gains in
emergent literacy behaviors, regardless of whether they read with fathers, mothers, or both
parents equally.
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Table 4.12
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analyses of Variance for Emergent Literacy
Measures by Group
Measure

Group One

Group Two

Group Three

F*

p

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

PPVT-5

3.59

8.75

2.13

8.34

0.97

7.64

0.86

0.43

TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest

0.15

1.88

0.06

1.92

-0.47

2.27

0.97

0.38

TERA-4 Conventions Subtest

0.21

1.41

0.33

1.33

-0.09

1.58

0.88 0.88

Note. *For PPVT-5, F(2, 118). For TERA-4 Subtests, F(2,113).

Chapter Summary
This chapter presented findings for the data collected from children in the three
treatment groups assigned to Cohorts One and Two for testing purposes. As previously
discussed, the study was not completed due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Therefore, the children
in Cohort Three whose post-testing was scheduled when schools were closed, were excluded
from the analysis. With the exclusion of Cohort Three, there were not enough participants to
reach the minimum number needed based on the power analysis. However, qualitative and
quantitative findings for families in the first two cohorts were presented in this chapter. These
findings included: (a) parent responses to the HLE Questionnaire, (b) rates of return of the
weekly reading logs, (c) results from t-tests identifying what emergent literacy behaviors
children gained from reading with fathers, mothers, or both parents, (d) results from a
MANOVA comparing children’s gains when reading with fathers or mothers, and (e) results
from an ANOVA examining whether children make the largest gains in their emergent literacy
behaviors when reading with fathers, mothers, or both parents.
The quantitative findings only indicated a statistically significant result for receptive
vocabulary growth when children read with fathers. The following chapter contains an
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examination of the findings in the context of previous research about fathers’ influence on
vocabulary. Despite the absence of statistically significant findings, effect sizes suggest small to
medium effects for all measures and groups, with the exception of phonological and alphabet
knowledge for Group Three. Chapter Five will discuss how information from the HLE
questionnaires aids in interpreting the results of the statistical analyses. Additionally, these
findings will be discussed in light of the differences in the intervention’s implementation, as
indicated by the return rates of the weekly reading logs. Implications for future research will
also be discussed.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to contribute to the gap in research about fathers’
involvement in joint book reading. This study aimed to highlight the importance of fathers to the
emergent literacy development of their young children. Specifically, this study sought to
determine (a) which emergent literacy behaviors are enhanced when children read with fathers,
(b) if fathers make different contributions than mothers, and (c) if children make greater gains
in their emergent literacy behaviors with one parent or both contributing equally.
Summary of the Major Findings
In this study, pre- and post-test measures of receptive vocabulary, phonological and
alphabet knowledge, and concepts of print were collected from child participants assigned to
three groups: (a) fathers’ only reading, (b) mothers only reading, and (c) both parents reading
equally. Data from parents included a Home Literacy Environment (HLE) Questionnaire
collected at the start of the intervention and weekly reading logs. These data were collected to
answer the following research questions:
1. What emergent literacy behaviors do children gain when engaging in joint book
reading with the following family members: (a) fathers only, (b) mothers only, or (c)
both parents reading an equal number of times?
2. Do children in the fathers only group make greater, equal, or fewer gains in (a)
vocabulary, (b) phonological and alphabet knowledge, and (c) concepts of print than
those in the mothers only group?
3. When reading with different family members, who contributes most to gains in
children’s emergent literacy behaviors: (a) fathers only, (b) mothers only, or (c) both
parents reading an equal number of times?
Although this study was interrupted by the COVID-19 pandemic and participants
assigned to Cohort Three were unable to be post-tested due to school closures, data from

81

Cohorts One and Two were analyzed to address the research questions. In this chapter, the
findings are interpreted and discussed using the information provided by parents in the
questionnaire and weekly reading logs. Further, connections between this study’s findings and
prior research are discussed along with limitations of the study and implications for future
research.
Addressing the Research Questions
The limited prior research on fathers’ sharing books with their young children suggests
paternal input is beneficial to children’s development of emergent literacy behaviors and later
academic achievement (Duursma, 2014; Foster et al., 2016). Studies particularly show fathers
have a strong influence on their children’s language ability (Fagan et al., 2015; Salo et al., 2016).
Specifically, rural fathers’ input was associated with gains in their children’s vocabulary after
controlling for mothers’ contributions (Baker & Vernon-Feagans, 2015; Reynolds et al., 2019).
The current study also examined rural families to determine if the fathers would have similar
levels of influence on their children’s emergent literacy behaviors.
Participants were recruited from their children’s schools or daycare centers in three
neighboring rural districts in the Southeastern United States. Families were assigned to one of
three treatment groups: (a) Group One, fathers only reading, (b) Group Two, mothers only
reading, or (c) Group Three, both parents reading equally. If only one parent was willing to
participate, the family was assigned to that parent’s gender group. Otherwise, families were
randomly assigned. For testing purposes, participants from all groups were divided into three
cohorts based on the children’s school/center. As previously discussed, children in Cohort Three
were unable to be post-tested due to COVID-19 related school closures, leaving 34 father-child
dyads in Group One, 53 mother-child dyads in Group Two, and 34 father-mother-child triads in
Group Three from Cohorts One and Two to be included in the analyses.
At the schools/centers, alternate forms of the PPVT-5 (vocabulary), TERA-4 Alphabet
Subtest (phonological and alphabet knowledge), and TERA-4 Conventions Subtest (concepts of
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print) were administered to the children before and after the intervention. For the intervention,
the parent or parents were asked to read to their child a minimum of five times a week for eight
weeks, returning a reading log each week. Before the intervention began, parents were asked to
complete a questionnaire to provide insight into the HLE before the intervention.
Based on prior research, I hypothesized: (a) reading with fathers would lead to increases
in children’s emergent literacy behaviors, (b) the contributions fathers made during joint book
reading would be distinct from mothers, and (c) fathers’ contributions to children’s emergent
literacy behaviors would be complementary to mothers’ input. With these hypotheses in mind,
three research questions were formulated. The first research question asked: which emergent
literacy behaviors did children in each group gain? The second research question was: how do
the emergent literacy gains of children reading with fathers compare to those reading with
mothers? Finally, research question three investigated: does reading with fathers, mothers, or
both parents produce the greatest gains in emergent literacy behaviors?
Data from the pre- and post-test measures of emergent literacy behaviors were analyzed
using SPSS data analysis software (IBM SPSS Statistics, 2020, Version 27.0) to address the
three research questions. For the first research question, one-tailed paired t-tests were used to
compare the pre- and post-test scores of each measure of emergent literacy for all three groups.
There were positive statistically significant results for children’s vocabulary when reading with
fathers. Although there were no significant results for the other measures and groups, there
were small to medium effect sizes for each test, except the TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest for the both
parents’ group. The findings and potential explanations for them are detailed below.
Additionally, how the results of these tests may also address research questions two and three
will be discussed
A MANOVA was used to compare the mean changes in scores from pre- to post-test of
children reading with fathers and mothers to address the second research question. The
multivariate result showed no statistical difference between the fathers only and mothers only
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groups. To answer the third research question, an ANOVA was used to compare composite mean
scores of the emergent literacy measures for children reading with fathers, mothers, or both
parents. Results suggest there is no significant difference between the three groups. As detailed
in Chapter Three, school closures resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic prevented the posttesting of approximately one-third of the participants originally in the study. This smaller
sample size is likely the cause of the failure to produce any significant findings with these two
tests. Due to this concern, the MANOVA and ANOVA results will not be discussed further in this
chapter.
Fathers’ Influence on Emergent Literacy Behaviors
Previous research suggests reading with fathers positively influences children’s
development of emergent literacy behaviors (Pillinger & Wood, 2013; Sims & Coley, 2016).
Hence, this study’s first hypothesis was reading with fathers will lead to gains in all measures of
emergent literacy behaviors. This hypothesis proved to be correct as the mean scores for
children in the fathers’ group increased from pre- to post-testing for all emergent literacy
behaviors assessed in this study: vocabulary, phonological and alphabet knowledge, and
concepts of print.
Prior studies have predominately shown fathers make significant contributions to
children’s vocabularies (Conica et al., 2020; Panscofar & Vernon-Feagans, 2006; Rowe et al.,
2004). The findings of this study align with previous research. In this study, children in the
fathers’ group had the most considerable growth in vocabulary of all the groups and measures.
The following section offers possible explanations for why reading with fathers was beneficial for
all of children’s emergent literacy behaviors, particularly vocabulary.
Vocabulary
Children’s mean vocabulary scores in the fathers’ group increased from 103.24 to 106.82
between the pre- and post-tests. The analysis results indicate this increase was statistically
significant and had a medium effect size (d=0.76). Across groups, this was the only statistically
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significant finding and the largest effect size, suggesting fathers have the greatest influence on
children’s vocabulary development. These findings are in line with those from studies in the
field of linguistics (Conica et al., 2020; Panscofar & Vernon-Feagans, 2006; Tamis-LeMonda et
al., 2013) and international literacy research (Dowdall et al., 2020; Quach et al., 2018).
Panscofar and Vernon-Feagans (2006) observed triads of American parents and 24month-old children during play. Although the fathers produced less language, the amount of
different words they used was a significant predictor of child language at 36 months. Mothers’
language was not a significant predictor of children’s vocabulary. In Ireland, Conica and
colleagues (2020) observed triads consisting of a mother, father, and 2-year-old child
interacting during play. They found fathers’ repetition of child speech had a positive association
with the children’s vocabularies at age four; mothers’ repetition did not have the same effect.
Similarly, in a study of two-parent Australian homes, Quach et al. (2018) claimed when fathers
reported reading with children frequently at age two, their children had larger vocabularies at
age four.
One potential explanation for fathers’ influence on vocabulary in this study is joint book
reading with fathers may have been a novel experience for children. While administering tests to
children at their schools, mothers whose children were in the fathers’ group would stop me to
share how much their children were enjoying reading with their fathers. Others shared similar
sentiments in the open-ended text box on the weekly reading logs. The mothers stated they were
usually the ones that read, and their children were excited each day for the individual attention
they received from their fathers. Although not necessarily representative of the whole group, this
could be one reason for the scores of the children in Group One
Another explanation from the field of linguistics for fathers’ influence on their young
children’s vocabularies is the bridge hypothesis. Introduced by Gleason in 1975, the bridge
hypothesis posits fathers are more challenging communicative partners for their children than
are mothers. The reasoning behind this assertion is that mothers, as the primary caregivers,

85

have a deeper understanding of children’s language abilities and share more background
knowledge with children than do fathers. Because mothers are more familiar with children’s
language, they adjust their speech to their children’s level. Lacking this knowledge, fathers place
more of the demands of communicating on the child and ask more clarifying questions. Hence,
fathers serve as a bridge between children’s home language used with mothers and the linguistic
abilities they will need to communicate with others. In this way, fathers’ use of guided
participation supports children’s language development (Rogoff et al., 1993).
Gleason’s (1975) hypothesis was formed based on his observations of White, middle
class, nuclear families in a time when gendered views of parenting roles were common. Yet,
decades later, Rowe and colleagues’ (2004) study of low-income families revealed fathers still
asked more questions and made more clarification requests than mothers. More recently,
Duursma (2016) reported during bookreading, low-income fathers used more talk not directly
related to the book and more engagement strategies than did mothers.
In the present study, mothers were most often the ones to communicate with the
researcher and complete reading logs, even in the fathers’ only reading group. This indicates,
although fathers are willing to share some of the childrearing duties as Bingham (2020)
reported, the primary responsibility for children’s care and education in most of these families
still falls to mothers. Hence, the mothers in this study spend more time with their children than
fathers, just as those in prior research on the bridge hypothesis (Gleason, 1975; Rowe et al.,
2004). Therefore, the significant effect on vocabulary from reading with fathers found in this
study can likely be explained by the difference in language fathers use with children when
compared with mothers. However, observations of the fathers and mothers reading in the home
would be necessary to confirm or disprove this speculation.
Phonological and Alphabet Knowledge
As discussed in Chapter Three, phonological awareness and alphabet knowledge are
distinct emergent literacy behaviors readers use simultaneously to decode written words. Due to
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the connection between the two behaviors, the TERA-4 Alphabet Subtest was used to measure
both phonological and alphabet knowledge. In Group One, children’s mean scores on the
Alphabet Subtest increased from 9.18 to 9.32. Though this increase was not significant, there
was a small effect (d=0.41). Fathers’ impact on phonological and alphabet knowledge being less
than their influence on vocabulary is consistent with previous research. While frequent book
reading with fathers was associated with children’s vocabulary in Quach et al.’s (2018) study,
there was no significant impact on children’s phonological and alphabet knowledge.
Although the effect on phonological and alphabet knowledge was small, it was the largest
effect and score increase on this measure of the three groups. This suggests fathers engaging in
joint book reading may be more beneficial to children than reading with mothers or both
parents. Possible reasons for the larger scores of children in Group One come from examining
parents’ responses to the HLE Questionnaire. However, only 20 of the 34 families in Group One
returned the questionnaire. For this reason, their responses cannot be viewed as representative
of the whole group. Therefore, assertions about the fathers in Group One and the impact of their
demographic and HLE factors are made cautiously.
Group One respondents overall reported higher levels of educational achievement than
those in Group Three. Higher levels of paternal education have been linked to greater academic
achievement in their children (Duursma, 2014; Foster et al., 2016; Pancsofar & Vernon-Feagans,
2006). In a study comparing the influence of fathers and mothers reading with their children
during the toddler years, Duursma (2014) reported children with more educated fathers had
better story comprehension and cognitive and language skills. The researcher asserts parents
with more education are more likely to read with their children often. This more frequent
exposure to texts provides more opportunities for children to build their emergent literacy
behaviors.
In addition to higher parental education levels, questionnaire responses indicated Group
One parents both had more adult books in the home and read more frequently without their
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children than the other two groups. Greater educational achievement and more frequent
engagement in literacy practices are related to higher levels of adult literacy, which produces
stronger emergent literacy behaviors in their children (Pancsofar & Vernon-Feagans, 2010;
Taylor et al., 2016). To investigate the relationship between parental and child literacy, Taylor
and colleagues (2016) assessed of both the adults’ and children’s literacy abilities. The analysis
indicated a positive correlation between the parents’ literacy level and the child’s emergent
literacy behaviors, including phonological and alphabet knowledge. Parents with higher literacy
levels are more aware of the benefits to their children of joint book reading (Duursma, 2014).
This awareness leads to more frequent reading, and higher parent literacy results in higher
quality literacy input during joint book reading sessions. This combination results in greater
literacy gains in the children.
In addition to having the most adult books, Group One respondents also reported having
the most children’s books in the home. This is unsurprising given Group One families had the
highest household incomes of the three groups. With higher household incomes, comes more
disposable income. While lower-income families must use a majority of their financial resources
on necessities, including food, utilities, and rent, those with more disposable income can
purchase resources, such as books, to enhance their children’s development. Allington (Racine
Public Library, 2012) claims the most crucial factor in academic success into adulthood is the
presence of 250 or more books in the home. He asserts access to large numbers of books has a
larger effect than any other factor, including household income and parental education.
Skibbe and Foster (2019) examined the effect of Imagination Library, a book distribution
program developed by the Dolly Parton Foundation. This program distributes one high-quality
children’s book per child each month from birth to kindergarten. The researchers found children
who participated in the program had higher scores on measures of phonological awareness and
letter knowledge in kindergarten than those who did not participate. Given these findings from
previous research, it is logical to assume access to larger numbers and greater varieties of texts
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can, at least partially, explain why children in Group One had higher pretest scores and made
larger gains on vocabulary and phonological and alphabet knowledge than the other two
treatment groups. During each encounter with a new text, the child is exposed to novel
vocabulary and given fresh opportunities to apply their growing phonological and alphabet
knowledge.
Concepts of Print
On the measure of concepts of print, the mean score for Group One children increased
from 9.12 at pretesting to 9.32 at post-testing. These results were not significant but had a small
effect size (d=0.48). This was the only measure of emergent literacy behaviors in which children
reading with mothers had a larger increase than those reading with fathers. According to the
HLE Questionnaire, fathers often engaged their children in singing, which builds oral and
auditory literacy abilities, such as vocabulary and phonological awareness. Yet, both informal
conversations with mothers and responses to the questionnaire indicated fathers were less likely
to read with their children before the intervention. Therefore, they may not have developed joint
book reading routines that are as effective for increasing children’s understanding of concepts of
print as those used by mothers.
As described in Chapter One, joint book reading is more than simply reading a text aloud
to a child. Saracho (2017) explains the process, “parents practise shared book reading to support
their young children’s capacity to understand a book by discussing the substance of the story,
examining the pictures, and directing the children’s awareness to the print” (p. 555). When
parents regularly engage in such joint book reading routines, their children’s understanding of
concepts of print grows (Hindman et al., 2014; Weigel et al., 2006). However, doing these things
during read alouds may not come naturally to parents. Justice and Ezell (2000) found parents
make few references to print conventions when reading with their children without explicit
training. With training, parents increased their print-referencing behaviors and children
increased their understanding of concepts of print. Hence, the novelty of reading with fathers
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may have helped sustain children’s attention to the benefit of their vocabulary and phonological
knowledge. Yet, fathers’ inexperience led to smaller increases in children’s awareness of print
concepts.
Mothers’ Influence on Emergent Literacy Behaviors
The contributions of mothers to children’s emergent literacy growth has been well
established in the literature (Bingham, 2007, 2017; Bojczyk et al., 2016; Roberts, et al., 2005;
Weigel et al., 2006). Therefore, it was expected that children in the mothers’ group would make
gains in all emergent literacy measures. The small body of research on fathers engaging in joint
book reading informed the hypothesis that fathers would make different contributions to their
children’s emergent literacy behaviors than mothers. The findings of this study appear to
confirm this hypothesis. While children in both groups made gains in all measures of emergent
literacy, fathers had a stronger influence on vocabulary and phonological and alphabet
knowledge. Mothers’ contributions were greater to understanding concepts of print. Factors that
could explain children’s performance in the mothers’ group are detailed in the following section.
Vocabulary
Between pre- and post-testing, vocabulary scores for children reading with mothers
increased from 92.72 to 94.85. There was a medium effect (d=0.53), but the results were not
statistically significant. Both the increase in scores and the effect size were smaller than those of
children reading with fathers. This difference may be due to differences in the HLE of the two
groups. As with the fathers in Group One, not all mothers in Group Two returned the HLE
Questionnaire. There were 27 completed questionnaires returned out of the 53 dyads in Group
Two. As with the fathers’ groups, interpreting the children’s results in the mothers’ group using
data from the HLE questionnaire is done with caution.
Mothers in Group Two had the lowest household incomes of the three groups. Likely due
to lower incomes, respondents in Group Two had the least adult and children’s books in the
home. The limited resources can partially be attributed to the disproportionate number of
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single-parent homes of respondents in the mothers’ group compared with the other two groups.
Research has shown living in low income homes and the associated lack of literacy resources can
negatively affect children’s vocabulary development (Gonzalez et al., 2017).
Although children reading with mothers made fewer gains than those reading with
fathers, there was still a moderate effect. This finding aligns with the substantial body of
research documenting joint book reading with mothers has a positive influence on children’s
vocabularies (Bojczyk et al., 2016; Hoff-Ginsberg, 1991; Roberts et al., 2005; Sims & Coley,
2016). Studies document joint book reading sessions as a time mothers can expand children’s
understanding and use of oral language. For example, Taumoepeau (2016) conducted a
longitudinal study of mothers and toddlers in New Zealand. Observations of the mothers and
children engaged in sharing a wordless picturebook revealed mothers’ use of diverse vocabulary
and elaborations of children’s language contributed to their children’s vocabulary growth.
Gleason’s (1975) bridge hypothesis, discussed in the section of this chapter about fathers’
influence on vocabulary, asserts fathers are less familiar with children’s language, requiring
greater effort from their children to be understood. Gleason claims these demands promote
language growth in the children. Rather than challenge children, Gleason found mothers adjust
their language to their children’s level and increase the complexity of their language use as their
children develop. These modifications allow children to practice and strengthen their language
abilities. While mothers and fathers use language with children differently, they both serve
essential roles in their children’s language development, as demonstrated by the children’s
improvements in vocabulary in both the fathers’ and mothers’ groups of this study.
The medium positive effect on children’s vocabulary in the mothers’ group despite the
larger number of low-income, single-parent homes can potentially be explained by other
moderating factors. First, Group Two had the highest return rates of the weekly reading logs,
indicating the best fidelity of implementation of the intervention. Also, most mothers who
completed the HLE Questionnaire, had education beyond a high school diploma. In addition to
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income, maternal educational attainment is positively related to children’s vocabulary growth
(Gonzalez et al., 2017).
Respondents in Group Two also claimed to frequently engage in reading and singing
with their children. With a group of Mexican American mother-child dyads, Gonzalez and
colleagues (2017) examined if the mothers’ literacy beliefs and practices could mediate the
effects of socioeconomic status (SES). The researchers found mothers’ positive attitudes towards
and engagement in literacy activities in the home, such a joint book reading, was associated with
children’s scores on the PPVT-4 after controlling for SES and maternal education. Likewise, in a
longitudinal study, Daneri et al. (2019) observed mother-child dyads engaged in multiple
sessions of sharing a wordless picturebook. The diverse and complex language used by mothers
during reading was shown to mediate the negative effects of SES on children’s vocabulary
development.
Phonological and Alphabet Knowledge
The mean score of children reading with mothers only increased from 7.83 to 7.90 from
pre- to post-testing for the measure of phonological and alphabet knowledge. The analysis
results indicate this increase was not statistically significant and had a small effect size (d=0.32).
This effect was the smallest of all measures for both Groups One and Two. This finding is
contrary to previous research showing significant positive relationships between mothers’
engagement of their children in literacy activities and improvements in their phonological and
alphabet knowledge (Bingham, 2007; Roberts et al., 2005).
However, other studies suggest joint book reading may not be the most effective HLE
practice to promote phonological awareness. For example, in a longitudinal study of Canadian
children from age 4 to grade 3, Sénéchal and LeFevre (2002) found children’s exposure to books
in the home was related to their vocabulary knowledge but not their phonological awareness.
Leyva et al. (2012) compared the effects of maternal book reading and oral storytelling on their
preschool children’s phonological awareness. Quality oral storytelling, but not book reading, was
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related to children’s development of phonological awareness. The researchers posit book
reading’s lack of influence on phonological awareness could be attributed to the mothers’ focus
on print and comprehension, rather than the manipulation of oral language. Additionally, Leyva
and colleagues’ oral storytelling task asked mothers to engage in involved reminiscing about a
past shared experience between the mother and child. The discussion of an event well known to
the child used language the child was familiar with and new language as the mother asked
extending questions. The researchers speculate this contrast between known and novel language
aided in children’s development of phonological abilities. As mothers in Group Two reported
lower oral storytelling frequency compared with joint book reading on the HLE Questionnaire,
this could explain the smaller effect for phonological awareness.
Relatedly, Aram and Levin (2002) compared the effect of mother-child joint writing and
storybook reading on the phonological and alphabet knowledge of low-income Israeli
kindergarteners. Findings indicated joint writing activities could explain some of the variance in
children’s phonological and alphabet knowledge. Chapter Three explained how readers utilize
their phonological awareness and alphabet knowledge simultaneously to decode words.
Similarly, these two behaviors both contribute to writing ability. To spell a word, the writer must
use phonological awareness to break the word down into individual phonemes. Then lettersound knowledge is utilized to assign these phonemes to the corresponding letter(s). Finally, the
writer uses their letter-name knowledge to reproduce the correct letters on paper or a screen.
Perhaps because writing requires the child to produce, not simply identify, the phonological and
alphabet connections, it is a more effective means of promoting these emergent literacy
behaviors than reading. Yet, it cannot be determined if a lack of writing in the home was a factor
in this study, as the HLE Questionnaire did not ask parents about writing activities. However,
future research with English speaking children comparing the effects of joint book reading and
joint writing on phonological and alphabet knowledge is warranted.
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Another possible explanation for the smaller effect on phonological and alphabet
knowledge for the children in the mothers’ only group is limited access to literacy materials. As
previously mentioned, families in Group Two had smaller adult and children’s book collections
than the other two groups, according to their responses on the HLE Questionnaire. Additionally,
Group Two mothers did not regularly take their children to the library or purchase books at a
bookstore or online. As discussed in the section about fathers’ influence on children’s
phonological and alphabet knowledge, access to a large variety of texts is more important to
children’s emergent literacy development and later academic success than any other factor
(Racine Public Library, 2012; van Bergen et al., 2016).
Listening to and interacting with a variety of texts provides more opportunities for
deepening children’s understandings of oral and written language. In a study of families residing
in the rural Southeast, Tichnor-Wagner et al. (2015) stated children’s access to literacy
materials, whether owned or borrowed, was positively related to their literacy behaviors,
including phonological and alphabet knowledge. Similarly, Caglar-Ryeng et al. (2020) found
when Norwegian children had access to a large variety of books and were read to often at age 4,
they had stronger expressive vocabulary abilities at age 6. Hence, in the present study, children’s
limited access to diverse texts may have hindered their development of phonological and
alphabet knowledge.
Concepts of Print
The mean score on the TERA-4 Conventions Subtest for children in Group Two
increased from 7.88 to 8.21 from pre- to post-test. The results were not significant, but the effect
size was moderate (d=0.54). This was the largest score increase and effect size on the measure of
concepts of print for all three treatment groups. Prior research also demonstrates quality joint
book reading with mothers leads to increases in children’s understanding of concepts of print
(Bingham, 2007; Weigel et al., 2006). During effective joint book reading sessions, parents use
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strategies to elicit children’s interest in texts. When children become interested in books, they
begin to develop an understanding of how they are structured and used (Carroll et al., 2019).
This burgeoning understanding of print concepts is fostered through repeated and
regular interactions with a variety of texts mediated by a more knowledgeable other, such as a
parent (Justice & Sofka, 2010; Vygotsky, 1978). Such mediation should be explicitly done by the
parent to draw children’s attention to common print features. For example, during every joint
book reading session a mother could point to and read the title on the cover. Each time, she tells
the child, “This is the title of the book. The title tells us what the book is about.” Eventually, the
child begins to generalize all books have titles on the cover that help the reader infer the topic of
the book. Hence, it seems logical to assert, the more children see and touch books, the greater
their print knowledge.
The finding of this study that mothers’ effect on children’s understanding of concepts of
print was greater than that of fathers can be explained by mothers’ more regular involvement in
literacy activities. In a study with Australian families comparing the effects of paternal and
maternal reading on children’s reading abilities, Duursma (2014) reported mothers read with
their children more frequently than fathers. Likewise, many of the participants from all three
groups in the current study also indicated mothers read with their children more frequently.
Additionally, a greater number of mothers agreed to participate in the study than fathers.
Further, even in the fathers’ only group, mothers were more likely to assume responsibility for
completing logs and communicating with the researcher.
Both Parents’ Influence on Emergent Literacy Behaviors
Both fathers and mothers reading separately with their children led to gains in all of the
measured emergent literacy behaviors. Based on the extant research, I hypothesized fathers and
mothers working in partnership to engage their children in joint book reading regularly would
benefit children more than either parent reading alone. Given this hypothesis, I expected scores
from Group Three children to be as high or higher than those in Group One. However, the
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children reading with both parents not only made the lowest gains in vocabulary among the
three groups, their scores on the two TERA-4 subtests actually decreased. Potential explanations
for these findings are discussed below.
Vocabulary
On the measure of vocabulary, the mean score for children reading with both parents
increased from 99.76 to 100.74. The analysis indicated these results were not significant, but
there was a small effect (d=0.46). Prior research of children in two-parent homes has reported
significant positive associations between parental joint book reading and children’s vocabulary
scores (Pancsofar et al., 2010; Reynolds et al., 2019; Sims & Coley, 2016). The current study
failed to find a significant relationship and produced a smaller effect than previous studies.
Further, the mean increase and effect size for children reading with both parents was smaller
than those reading with fathers or mothers separately.
The minimal effect of fathers working cooperatively with mothers is in contrast to claims
of previous studies. Baker (2013) reported fathers’ and mothers’ involvement in home literacy
activities during the toddler years led to stronger reading abilities in their children. TamisLeMonda et al. (2013) asserted fathers not only supported their children’s linguistic
development directly but indirectly by supporting mothers. When fathers had higher levels of
education and a positive parenting style, mothers had a more supportive parenting style, which,
in turn, led to stronger vocabularies in their toddlers. Fathers with higher incomes and levels of
education provided safer housing, more nutritious food, more learning opportunities, and
greater access to books, all of which promoted children’s language development.
Respondents in Group Three, which consisted of two-parent households, reported higher
incomes on the HLE Questionnaire than did mothers in Group Two, a majority of whom lived in
single-income households. Yet, the income advantage of those in the both parents’ group was
not reflected in their children’s vocabulary scores, contrary to prior research findings. As noted
in the previous discussions of the fathers’ and mothers’ groups, not all participants in each
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group responded to the HLE Questionnaire. In Group Three, a total of 19 out of the 34 families
completed the questionnaire. Therefore, generalizations, such as those about household income,
may not apply to all group members.
Phonological and Alphabet Knowledge
The mean scores for children in Group Three decreased from pre- to post-test from 8.79
to 8.32. These findings were not significant nor was the effect size (d=0.13). Dickinson et al.
(2019) examined the effects of early language ability on initial reading ability. Vocabulary was
found to have a significant positive relationship with phonological and alphabet knowledge. In
the present study, the children in Group Three had only a small increase in vocabulary scores.
Given the relationship between vocabulary and phonological and alphabet knowledge found by
Dickinson and colleagues’, this could partially explain the lack of effect for phonological and
alphabet knowledge for children reading with both parents. If children’s vocabularies do not
change significantly from reading with both parents, neither will their phonological and
alphabet knowledge.
Another possible reason reading with both parents did not produce the expected effects
for vocabulary, phonological awareness, or alphabet knowledge is respondents in the both
parents’ group had lower levels of education than the other two groups. As previously discussed,
when parents have better reading abilities, their contributions foster stronger emergent literacy
behaviors in their children (Taylor et al., 2016; van Bergen et al., 2016). Conversely, when
parents have lower levels of education, they do not place as much value on reading, either with
their children or for themselves (Duursma, 2014). Due to this, they have less reading materials
in the home and make fewer visits to the library (Paratore, 2003). Additionally, Tichnor-Wagner
and colleagues (2015) reported rural families have less access to books than those living in
urban and suburban areas. While the families in Group One may have compensated for this
geographical disadvantage with their larger financial resources, Group Three families likely did
not have the same abilities.
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Concepts of Print
For the measure of concepts of print, the mean scores of children reading with both
parents decreased from 8.71 to 8.62. The results were not statistically significant, and there was
a small negative effect (d=0.28). The negative effect is in contrast to previous research
indicating reading with both parents is beneficial to children’s understanding of concepts of
print (Duursma, 2014). However, the body of research examining parent-child triads is even
smaller than those examining fathers’ influence on emergent literacy development. Therefore,
providing explanations from prior research is difficult.
As discussed in the section on mothers’ influences, children need regular access to books
in order to build a deep understanding of print concepts (Clay, 1991). Yet, parents in Group
Three had the lowest weekly reading log return rate of the three groups. This could indicate
many of the triads were not reading regularly throughout the intervention period. Failure to
properly implement the intervention could explain the drop in scores. What is unexplained is
why this group was less diligent about returning the reading logs. One possibility is, because the
parents were asked to evenly divide the responsibility for reading, each expected the other to
read and record the session. With each relying on the other parent, neither completed the task.
However, this cannot be determined definitively without further investigation.
Limitations of the Study
As previously discussed, not all parents completed and returned the HLE Questionnaire.
The intent of distributing the questionnaire was to gain useful insights for interpreting the
statistical analyses’ results. Of the 122 families whose children were post-tested (Cohorts One
and Two), 66 completed and returned at least one HLE Questionnaire. With only slightly over
half of the participating dyad/triads responding, generalizations could not be made with
confidence. Although the available data was used along with prior studies to offer possible
explanations for the findings from each treatment group, these conjectures could prove to be
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unfounded if information from the remaining families does not align with the trends observed
from those that did respond to the questionnaire.
Another concern is a number of parents in all three groups did not return the reading
logs every week. This indicates the intervention was likely not implemented with fidelity for all
children in the study. If all children were not read to the same amount of times, claims of the
treatment’s effectiveness cannot be made. It is possible parents read but failed to complete and
return the logs. Also, the logs were returned through the children’s folders to the teacher and
then picked up by the researcher. Logs could easily have been lost in transit. Given the large
number of participants, it is not feasible for one researcher also conducting daily individual
testing sessions to contact all parents each week to inquire about why logs were not returned.
With these constraints, it cannot be conclusively determined if the intervention was
implemented properly or not. Therefore, findings must be interpreted with caution.
The most obvious threat to external validity is the small number of participants in each
group. The complications due to the COVID-19 pandemic reduced the number of participants by
approximately one-third. With a larger group of participants, those who did not properly
implement the intervention could be removed while still attaining statistically significant
findings. Although the reduction in participants is disappointing, the remaining data can still be
thoughtfully examined to provide guidance for future research of parents’ effects on their
children’s emergent literacy development.
Implications for Future Research
The current study was unfortunately cut short, leaving unanswered questions. First, joint
book reading with fathers, mothers, or both parents had larger effects on vocabulary than any of
the other emergent literacy behaviors measured in this study. This finding was common in other
joint book reading studies, as well. One common explanation for the differences in fathers’ and
mothers’ effects on children’s vocabulary is the bridge hypothesis (Gleason, 1975). As detailed in
this chapter, the hypothesis claims mothers, as the primary caregivers, are more familiar with
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young children’s language and promote language acquisition by adjusting their speech to their
children’s level. Fathers, who generally spend less time with the children, foster language growth
by making more clarification demands. In this study, children in both the fathers’ and mothers’
groups made gains in their vocabulary scores, but the fathers’ group made the only significant
gain with the largest effect of all measures and groups. This finding appears to support the
bridge hypothesis. However, this assertion cannot be made without observing and analyzing
fathers’ and mothers’ language input during joint book reading. Future research should examine
the language use of rural fathers and mothers reading with their young children.
In addition, the effect sizes of the measure of phonological and alphabet knowledge for
children reading with fathers or mothers were the smallest of the three measures of emergent
literacy. Future research should examine why reading with parents does not produce the same
magnitude of benefits to other more constrained emergent literacy behaviors, particularly
phonological and alphabet knowledge, as it does to vocabulary. Findings from such studies
could be beneficial to educators working with the parents of young children, particularly those
struggling to acquire phonological or alphabet knowledge. Parents are often told to read with
their children to promote these emergent literacy behaviors. However, there could be other HLE
activities parents could be encouraged to engage their children in, such as singing or oral
storytelling, which may be more beneficial to the acquisition of constrained abilities. Further
research could help educators make the most effective recommendations to parents.
An important emergent literacy activity not examined in the current study, which may be
useful for teaching constrained abilities, is writing. As Aram and Levin (2002) found with Israeli
mother-child dyads, joint writing activities were more effective at improving phonological and
alphabet knowledge than joint book reading. Conducting such research with American families,
particularly those from rural areas, would be useful in understanding the findings of this study
that joint book reading is related to vocabulary growth more than it is to phonological and
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alphabet knowledge and concepts of print. It would also aid in creating effective family literacy
programs.
Another interesting finding of the current study was the small effect on vocabulary and
the decrease in scores for phonological and alphabet knowledge and concepts of print for
children reading with both parents. Given the small number of joint book reading studies with
parent-child triads, particularly with families in the U.S., additional research is warranted.
Future studies should examine the impact of both parents sharing the responsibility for reading
with children on their emergent literacy behaviors. The studies could also compare the growth of
children’s emergent literacy behaviors between father-child dyads, mother-child dyads, and
parent-child triads.
A surprising occurrence in the study was parents’ disinterest in utilizing the book boxes.
As described in Chapter Three, boxes containing a variety of children’s literature were available
at children’s schools/centers for participants to borrow books for the intervention duration.
Only 3 out 181 families in the study checked out a book. This is unexpected as Meyer et al.
(2015) found, in of a study of parents’ response to a classroom lending library, parents enjoyed
reading unfamiliar books with their children. Despite their lack of interest in borrowing books,
in the current study, reading logs showed many parents read the books sent home as incentives
for participation. Others, particularly in the father’s only reading group, reported having many
children’s books in the home but not frequenting the library or purchasing books often. This
indicates parents may be willing to read books given to them but will not seek them out. A
qualitative investigation of why parents do not take advantage of book borrowing opportunities
would provide useful information to stakeholders interested in promoting the rural families’
literacy.
The HLE Questionnaire asked parents to report the approximate number of adult and
children’s books in the home. However, defining what constitutes a book was left to the
respondent. Some parents could have defined books narrowly as hard copies of novels or
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nonfiction texts. Others may have included instructional manuals, cookbooks, and other reading
materials, such as magazines. Also, some respondents could have expanded their definition to
include electronic books. An investigation into what parents categorize as books would provide
useful insight into literacy practices in the home and how children are being prepared for an
increasingly digital world. Further, an examination of what young children define as adult
reading could shed light on the HLE. Prior research has shown children learn the purposes of
reading and writing by seeing it used for practical purposes in the home (Sparling, 2004). Yet,
do children understand when parents are using an electronic device, they may be reading an ebook or writing an email, or do they think they are playing a game or scrolling through social
media?
Conclusion
Twenty-first-century parenting roles are evolving. Once, fathers were expected to be the
“breadwinners” and mothers were expected to care for the children. Although, in general,
mothers still assume more of the responsibilities for the care of their young children, fathers are
taking a more active role than they have in the past. This participation extends into home
literacy activities, including joint book reading. This study was intended to contribute to the
body of research examining fathers’ roles in young children’s emergent literacy development.
Based on previous joint book reading research, this study investigated three hypotheses:
(a) reading with fathers would lead to increases in children’s emergent literacy behaviors, (b)
fathers’ influences on children’s emergent literacy behavior would be different than that of
mothers, and (c) fathers and mothers sharing the responsibility for reading with their children
would be more beneficial than one parent reading alone. Although there are limitations to the
validity of the findings, they can be used to carefully address the hypotheses. First, reading with
fathers did lead to children’s gains on all measures of emergent literacy behaviors, particularly
vocabulary. Second, reading with fathers did produce more of an effect on vocabulary,
phonological awareness, and alphabet knowledge, while reading with mothers had a larger effect
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on children’s understanding of concepts of print. Finally, reading with both parents was not
more beneficial than reading with a single parent. In fact, children in the both parents’ group
had the least gains in vocabulary and their mean scores on the measures of phonological and
alphabet knowledge and concepts of print actually decreased from pre- to post-test. Although
parents’ responses on the HLE Questionnaire offer some potential explanations for the
differences between groups, further research is needed to draw any conclusions.
Due to the complications presented by the COVID-19 pandemic, this study was not able
to make any strong assertions about fathers’ importance to their children’s emergent literacy
development. Yet, in my opinion, it was still a success. In their notes on the weekly reading logs
and through informal conversations at the children’s schools, parents shared many thoughts
about participating in the study. For example, Jack (all names pseudonyms), a father in Group
One, said his daughter “looks forward to our nightly reading and quiet time together” and
through the regular reading sessions her “interest in reading grew.”
Parents also shared that through the weekly incentives, they spent more time engaging in
learning activities with their children and discovered new favorite books. As outlined in Chapter
Three, families were given a children’s book or educational activity each week of the intervention
period as an incentive for returning the reading logs (see Appendix C for a complete list of
incentives). Bethany, a mother in Group Two, shared her daughter “loves the fact [the
researcher] send[s] her home with new books to read. Thank y’all!” Likewise, Paisley, a mother
in Group Three, stated her son “was really excited about his gifts [and] it incentivized him to
continue reading [and] turned it into a game.” Another mother in Group Three, Sally, asserted,
“We had never heard of The Gruffalo before, but now it’s [my son’s] favorite book!”
A common sentiment was participating in the study encouraged all parents to read with
their children more often than they normally would. As Alana, a mother in Group Two, stated,
“We really enjoy the one on one time we get. . .Thank you for making this a priority. It’s really
helping.” Similarly, Catherine, a mother in Group Three, shared: “We mean to read every night,
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but life gets busy. But now, we have to remember to read and write it down. It makes us more
accountable.” On the first reading log, another mother in Group Three, Paisley, claimed, “We try
to do [one] story every night before bedtime, but this week we made sure we made the time each
and every night.”
Most encouragingly, it caused fathers to take a more active role in joint book reading
than they had previously. Erin was pleased her family had been assigned to Group One because
she was “usually the one to read to [her daughter], but now she is really enjoying the special
time with Dad!” Likewise, Jennifer, a mother of a child in Group One, said “I’ve had a more
difficult time not reading as it’s typically been my role, but [my husband and daughter] are
enjoying this time.” Conversely, Hayden, a mother in Group Three, was happy to share the
responsibility. She claimed, “I can tell [my husband] he has to read tonight, and I can take care
of something else!” Further, Hayden shared that after the intervention period, she would come
home from work to find her husband reading with their three daughters. So, while this study
may not be particularly significant to the body of joint book reading research, it led to positive
changes families’ HLEs in three small districts in the rural Southeastern United States.

104

Appendix A
Home Literacy Questionnaire

Home Literacy Questionnaire
Please complete and return to your child’s teacher.

Your name:
Your age:
!
!
!
!

Under 18
18-22
23-27
28-32

!
!
!
!
!

33-37
38-42
43-47
48-52
53 or over

!
!
!
!

Vocational degree
Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
Doctoral degree

Your highest level of education completed:
!
!
!
!

Some high school
High school diploma/GED
Some college
Associate’s degree

Your annual household income:
! $24,999 or less
! $25,000-$49,999
! $50,000-$74,999

! $75,000-$99,999
! $100,000 or more
! Prefer not to answer

Which best describes your household?
!
!
!
!

Single parent home
Both biological or adoptive parents live in the home
A biological or adoptive parent and a step-parent live in the home
Other - Please explain: ___________________________________

Child’s name:

Child’s age:
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Ages and genders of other children in the home:

Approximately how many adult books do you have in your home?
!
!
!
!

0
1-19
20-39
40-59

!
!
!
!

60-79
80-99
100-119
120-139

!
!
!
!

140-159
160-179
180-199
200 or more

How often do you read or write at home? (This can be for work or pleasure and does not
include reading to your child.)
! Never or rarely
! A few times a year
! Monthly

! Weekly
! Daily
! Multiple times a day

How many children’s books do you have in your home?
!
!
!
!

0
1-19
20-39
40-59

!
!
!
!

60-79
80-99
100-119
120-139

!
!
!
!

140-159
160-179
180-199
200 or more

Check all that apply:
! I like to play indoors with my child.
! I like to do outdoor activities with my
child.
! I enjoy reading to my child.

! My child likes to play indoors.
! My child likes to play outdoors.
! My child likes to read books with me.

How often do you read a book to your child?
! Never or rarely
! A few times a year
! Monthly

! Weekly
! Daily
! Multiple times a day

How often do you tell stories to your child (not reading from a book)?
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! Never or rarely
! A few times a year
! Monthly

! Weekly
! Daily
! Multiple times a day

How often do you sing songs to/with your child?
! Never or rarely
! A few times a year
! Monthly

! Weekly
! Daily
! Multiple times a day

How often do you and your child visit the library?
! Never or rarely
! A few times a year
! Monthly

! Weekly
! Daily

How often do you visit a bookstore?
! Never or rarely
! A few times a year
! Monthly

! Weekly
! Daily

How often do you shop for books online?
! Never or rarely
! A few times a year
! Monthly

! Weekly
! Daily

I believe:
! It is the teacher’s job to teach reading and writing to my child.
! It is my job as a parent to teach reading and writing.
! The teacher and I should both teach reading and writing to my child.
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If you teach your child reading and writing at home (i.e. singing the alphabet song, how to
write his/her name, names and sounds of letters), what activities do you do?

What activities not related to reading and writing do you do with your child at home?

I would be willing to participate in a follow-up interview:
! Yes
! No
If yes, how would you like to be contacted?
! Text- Number __________________________________
! Email- Address _________________________________
! Phone Call- Number _____________________________
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Appendix B
Family Reading Log

Family Reading Log
Please complete this log and return it to your child’s teacher. For each log you return, you will
receive free educational materials for your child. I understand that life gets busy. So, if you did
not have time to read every night, just indicate that below. Your child will still receive his/her
materials for the week.
Child’s Name: __________________________________ Teacher:
________________________
Dates Read: ___________________________________
Title of Book

How many
times did
you read
it?

Who read it? Who picked
(Dad or
the book?
Mom)

Optional: Tell me about your reading sessions this week. (How did they go? Where and when
did you read? Did your child join in?)
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Appendix C
Incentives for Returning Weekly Reading Logs
List of Incentives Given for Returning Reading Logs
Intervention
Week
1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8

Incentive
If You Give a Mouse a Brownie
by Laura Numeroff
Marine Alphabet Coloring Book
by Florida Fish & Wildlife Research Institute
Crayons
Guess the Marine Animal Bookmark
The Gruffalo
by Julia Donaldson
Make Your Own Binoculars Kit (see below)
Sesame Street Fire Safety Program: Color and Learn
By U.S. Fire Administration and FEMA
Stackable Crayons
Pinwheel Wind Energy Experiment (see below)
The Pout-Pout Fish in the Big-Big Dark
by Deborah Diesen
“Bee Happy” Seed & Flowerpot Kit (see below)
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binoculars
What are binoculars?
Binoculars are tools that help us see things that are far away. When we use binoculars, we can
see details we couldn’t see with just our eyes.
How are binoculars made?
They are made by putting two telescopes together. Telescopes have lenses made of glass or
plastic that use light to make things appear bigger. Making things look bigger than they really
are is called magnification.
Visit these websites if you would like to learn more about binoculars:
https://kids.kiddle.co/Binoculars
https://blog.nwf.org/2008/03/kids-and-binoculars
How to assemble your binoculars:
1. If you like, decorate the outside of your binoculars with markers, stickers, paint, glitter,
etc. Be sure not to put anything over the lenses!
2. If you would like a strap, cut a piece of string or yarn long enough to go around your
neck and hang just above your stomach. Run the string through the top fold of the
binoculars and tie the ends together.
3. Pull the flaps out and tape or glue them so they stay in place.
Now that your binoculars are complete, go outside and look around. First, look with just your
eyes. Draw or write what you see. Then, look with your binoculars through the smaller lenses.
Draw or write what you can see with binoculars that you couldn’t see with only your eyes.
This is what I saw with just my eyes:

This is what I saw with the binoculars:
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Pinwheels
Energy is the ability to do work. We can get energy from the wind using
machines called wind turbines. Wind turbines are tall towers with blades
attached. The blades spin when the wind hits them and turn a piece of the
machine called the shaft. The shaft captures wind energy and turns it into
electrical energy. We use electrical energy every day to do things like turn
on lights, cook food, and watch TV.
Pinwheels are toys that can help us understand how wind turbines work. They
are made of paper pieces, called cups, attached to a stick or straw. The cups
spin when wind hits them, just like the blades on a wind turbine. You can
follow the instructions on the back to make your own pinwheel. Then you can
complete the activity below.
1. Face the front of your pinwheel and blow on it. (You can also use a
blow dryer on low.) How fast are the cups spinning? What direction are
they turning in? Write or draw your observations.
2. Turn the pinwheel so that the front is pointing to your right. Blow on
the top of the cups and then the bottom of the cups. How fast are the
cups spinning? What direction are they turning in? How does it move
differently than when you blew on the front? Write or draw your
observations.
3. Turn the pinwheel so that the front is pointing to your left. Blow on
the cups. How fast are the cups spinning? What direction are they
turning in? How does it move differently than when you blew on the
front or the right side? Write or draw your observations.
4. If your pinwheel was a wind turbine, what would be the best way to
turn it to catch the most wind energy?
* Activity adapted from https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/strong-wind-science-the-power-of-apinwheel
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Instructions to Make Pinwheel

1. You should have 3 plastic pieces (the straw, the pinwheel mechanism, and
the plug) and 2 paper pieces (the cups and a flower).
2. If you would like, decorate the paper flower and cups. Markers, paint,
stickers, and glitter all work well.
3. Fold the corners of the paper cups together towards the center hole so
that they all line up. Push the pinwheel mechanism through the holes.
4. Put the flower onto the pinwheel mechanism and attach the plug.
5. Move the flower and ends of the pinwheel onto the plug.
6. Slide the plastic straw into the large end of the pinwheel mechanism.
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Bees & Flowers
What are bees?
Bees are insects that fly. Bees can sting, but they only do it when they think there is danger. There
are about 20,000 different kinds of bees in the world! Most bees live together in groups called
colonies and build hives to live in. In each colony there are three types of bees: queen, worker,
and drone. There is usually only one queen bee in each colony. It is the queen’s job to lay eggs
and tell the other bees what to do. Drone bees are male; worker bees are female. The worker bees
clean the hive, make food for the colony, and take care of the young bees.
Bees help flowers grow
Bees are important, because they help plants grow. When they land on flowers. pollen, the yellow
stuff in the middle, gets on their legs. Then they fly to another flower and the pollen falls off. This
is called pollination. Plants need pollination so they can make seeds.
Honeybees
The best-known kind of bee is the honeybee. As you can probably guess, honeybees make honey!
Worker bees get pollen and nectar from flowers and bring it back to the hive to make honey.
When a worker bee finds a place with lots of flowers, it does a dance to help the other workers
find the spot.
Honeybees need help
Honey is the bees’ food, but other animals and humans like to eat honey too! It takes a lot of bees
to make enough honey for everyone. In the last 15 years, billions of bees have been disappearing.
No one is sure why this is happening, but some reasons may be pesticides and infections.
Pesticides are chemicals that farmers use to keep bugs off plants. Infections happen when germs
get in the bees’ bodies and make them sick. Another reason the bees may be disappearing is there
aren’t enough flowers. You can help the bees by planting flowers and herbs they like! Some plants
bees like are marigolds, milkweed, lavender, mint, sage, and thyme.
Your “bee happy” packet has seeds for flowers bees love. Place some soil in your flowerpot
and plant the seeds. (You can decorate the white paper inside the pot before you plant the
seeds if you like.) Put the flowerpot outside in a sunny spot, and water it regularly.
Visit these websites if you would like to learn more about bees: http://beegone.eu/bee_types_and_life_cycle
https://kids.kiddle.co/Colony_collapse_disorder
https://climatekids.nasa.gov/bees
https://www.natgeokids.com/za/discover/animals/insects/honey-bees
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